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Differences in 


Noninterventionism 


In a TNA online article by Steve Byas 
(“Is Libertarian Gary Johnson a Good 
Alternative to Trump or Clinton?” posted 
May 30), he cited Gary Johnson’s “non- 
interventionist foreign policy,” stating that 
“those same views will be appealing to 
many of the paleo-conservatives.” How- 
ever, while both paleo-conservatives and 
libertarians hold to an anti-interventionist 
foreign policy, the two differ significantly 
in specifically how they would carry it out. 

Paleo-conservatives generally believe 
in the traditional American foreign policy 
as set forth in George Washington’s Fare- 
well Address and later further developed 
under the Monroe Doctrine. The defense 
of the United States was seen in defending 
the Western Hemisphere from outside in- 
tervention, and the United States refrained 
from interfering outside of it. Libertar- 
ians, on the other hand, oppose virtually 
any U.S. defenses outside the borders of 
the United States. This was starkly seen 
in the 1980s. During that decade, libertar- 
ians were opposed to aiding anti-commu- 
nist freedom fighters in Central America. 
Paleo-conservatives saw the communist 
seizure of Nicaragua and their attempted 
seizure of El Salvador as Soviet interven- 
tion and, thus, something to be opposed. 

Libertarians are also for cutting U.S. de- 
fenses to the bone, thus seriously weaken- 
ing the United States. Paleo-conservatives 
are for maintaining a strong defense, in 
line with Washington’s admonition, “To 
assure peace, let it be known that you are 
prepared for war.” 

Two classic books which advocate an 
anti-interventionist foreign policy from 
a paleo-conservative view are A Foreign 
Policy for Americans by Robert A. Taft 
and A Republic, Not an Empire by Patrick 
J. Buchanan. 

TimoTuHy A. DUSKIN 
Centreville, Virginia 


Selfishness and Politics 


Our country has a rich and unique history 
of liberty, independence, opportunity and 
a continuing search for improvement. 

But individual freedom is under attack 
by self-serving groups such as the Coun- 
cil on Foreign Relations, the Bilderberg 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


Group, various industries and financial 
institutions, and unfortunately some mem- 
bers of our own Congress and political 
elite, to name a few. Among these groups 
and others, to be fair, are individuals truly 
concerned about the future and welfare of 
our children and their descendants. 

But we are besieged by the influences 
of powerful and wealthy individuals such 
as George Soros and Michael Bloomberg 
who feel that their vision of the future is the 
correct one, despite how it might infringe 
on the freedom of individuals. Should we 
give them kudos or reprimands? 

We answer by asking, “What is the true 
meaning of freedom and how does it affect 
our well-being?” 

How many people have you heard say, 
“Thave freedom, I can do whatever I want. 
I can go out to dinner, go to a movie,” or 
other such inane statements that really 
have nothing to do with real personal free- 
dom? The freedoms outlined in our found- 
ing documents are the true freedoms of our 
society. How these freedoms are infringed 
upon should be our true concerns. 

When groups try to remove portions of 
free speech, when government infringes on 
our ability to start and run a business, when 
taxes become absurd, when the unintended 
consequences of government regulation 
limit our constitutional freedoms, our abil- 
ity to make a living, and our freedom of 
religion — under the false belief that this is 
for our own good — isn’t it time to take up 
a cause and fight back? Can you really say, 
“This doesn’t affect me”? Hi 

WILLIAM HINESER, DPM 
Arvada, Colorado 


Our Coming Reflections 

on the Elections 

Although the cover date on this issue is 
November 21, it is actually being sent 
to the printer on November 3, five days 


prior to the November 8 elections. We 
will have much to say about the elec- 

tions in our next (December 5) issue. 

Please stay tuned! 


— THE EpITorS 
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No Major Hurricane Has Hit United States in 11 Years 


The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
issued a statement on October 24 observing that a major hurri- 
cane has not struck the United States in 11 years. According to 
Dennis Feltgen, a spokesman for NOAA’s National Hurricane 
Center (NHC), “As of October 24, 2016, it will be a complete 
11 years since a major hurricane has struck the United States, as 
defined by the Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale of being a 
Category 3 or higher. The current streak of no major hurricane 
landfalls onto the U.S. mainland remains intact. The last one to 
do so was Hurricane Wilma on October 24, 2005.” 

Other hurricanes that landed in the United States during that 


time frame, Sandy in 2012 and Matthew this year, were of a lower 
wind intensity when they made landfall in the United States. Mat- 
thew had weakened to a Category | storm by the time it made 
landfall near McClellanville, South Carolina, on October 8, with 
maximum sustained winds of 75 mph. 

Many climate scientists have predicted that alleged human- 
caused global warming owing to an increase of CO) in the atmo- 
sphere would produce an increase in the number and intensity of 
hurricanes. But CNSNews observed October 24 that “the unprec- 
edented 11-year drought of major hurricanes striking the U.S. has 
occurred during the same time when CO, levels were steadily 
rising, as measured by the Mauna Loa Observatory in Hawaii, 
which maintains ‘the longest record of direct measurements of 
CO, in the atmosphere,’ according to NOAA.” 

The latest report from NOAA that major hurricane activ- 
ity has subsided for 11 years — despite high levels of CO, in 
the atmosphere — provides welcome relief from the assorted 
predictions made by the “global warming” doomsayers of 
catastrophic events that supposedly will be caused by human 
activity. This report is but one encouraging bit of news among 
volumes of documentation indicating that climatic catastrophes 
such as increased hurricane activity, rising seas, and melting 
polar ice caps are either not the result of global warming or not 
even happening, and that global warming itself may not even 
be happening. 


Assault Weapons Ban Support at Lowest Level Ever 


Poll results released on October 26 by Gallup confirm the trend 
toward the acceptance of the freedom to own guns and support of 
the Second Amendment. Sixteen years ago, 59 percent of those 
polled favored “a law which would make it illegal to manufac- 
ture, sell or possess semi-automatic guns known as assault rifles,” 
while just 39 percent were opposed. Today those numbers have 
flipped: Just 36 percent support a ban, while 61 percent of those 
polled oppose it. 

Even those polled who don’t have a gun in their home oppose 
such a ban. Most surprisingly, however, is that support for such 
a ban has dropped even among those most likely to support 
one: Democrats. In the year 2000, 63 percent of Democrats 
supported such a ban, while today just 50 percent do. Wrote Art 
Swift for Gallup: “It is striking — and unusual — that fewer 
Democrats than ever support an assault weapons ban, since the 
Democratic Party has been instrumental in pushing for stricter 
gun laws.” 

Gallup reported that just 31 percent of Independents support 
such a ban (the same as Democrats), while in 2000, 63 percent did. 

The irony remains that, thanks to the media’s propaganda blitz 
against the private ownership of firearms, awareness of what the 
true agenda is continues to grow. The harder gun-grabbers push, 
the harder it will be for them to accomplish their ultimate goal: 
complete confiscation of every firearm from every private citizen 
in the country. More than 200 years ago, Thomas Jefferson saw 


the threat, and gave perhaps the most reasonable explanation for 
today’s increasing support of the right of the people to buy, bear, 
keep, and use firearms: “The strongest reason for the people to 
retain the right to keep and bear arms is, as a last resort, to protect 
themselves against tyranny in government.” 
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Americans’ Respect for Local Police Is Surging 
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The results from Gallup’s annual poll on crime were released 
October 24, and they showed greatly increased support for local 
police all across the board, regardless of demographics or politi- 
cal persuasion. The double-digit surge over last year was mea- 
sured by responses to several questions asked in early October, 
including, “How much respect do you have for the police in your 
area — a great deal, some, or hardly any?” Last year, 64 percent 
of those polled responded “a great deal,” while this year the per- 
centage jumped to 76 percent, a gain of 12 points and the highest 
in nearly 50 years. 


When sorted according to race, the response to that question 
was equally positive: Whites’ respect last year was 69 percent, 
which jumped to 80 percent; nonwhites’ respect was 53 percent 
last year, and this year it came in at 67 percent. 

When sorted by political affiliation and philosophy, the results 
were the same: Respect for local police rose among conserva- 
tives, moderates, liberals, Republicans, Independents, and Dem- 
ocrats. The highlight of the study was the jump in respect among 
liberals (those presumably most supportive of efforts by groups 
such as Black Lives Matter to denigrate local police), which leapt 
from 50 percent a year ago to 71 percent this year. 

When sorted by age, the increase in respect showed up across 
the spectrum: Among those age 55 and older, it increased by four 
percent; among those between age 35 and 44, it increased by 16 
percent; and among those age 18 to 34, by 19 percent. 

It didn’t matter where respondents resided, either. Respect for 
local police increased among those living in large cities, suburbs, 
small towns, and rural areas. 

Justin McCarthy, writing for Gallup, expressed his surprise at 
the results: “The sharp increase over the past year in professed 
respect for local law enforcement comes as many police say they 
feel they are on the defensive — both politically and for their 
lives while they are on duty — amid heated national discussions 
on police brutality and shootings.” 


Swedes and Germans Told to Integrate Into Their “New Country” 


In Sweden, a new tax-funded TV ad created by a government- 
backed “charity” called “Individuell Manniskohjalp” (Individual 
Relief), or IM, informs Swedes that their old country is never 
coming back. Translated to English, the slogan for the campaign 
is #TheNewNation. “There is no way back,” the ad begins. “Swe- 
den will never be like it was. Europe is changing and Sweden is 
needed as a safe space for people who seek refuge. Now we must 
look forward and find a way to live side by side.” 


The ad informs viewers that Sweden is in for some dramatic 
changes. “It’s time to realize the new Swedes will claim their 
space, and will take up room with cultures, languages and cus- 
toms,” the narrators say in Swedish, alternating between male 
and female voices. “It’s time we see this as a positive force. The 
new country is about shaping a new future.” 

The very definition of Swedish is changing, the ad continues, 
adding that the old Swedes need to adapt to the new country 
and the customs of the “new Swedes.” “To be Swedish must be 
more than skin color and place of birth, it must be you, me, and 
everyone together,” the narrator continues. “It’s not only new 
Swedes that need to integrate. Everyone needs to integrate, even 
established Swedes.” 

In Germany, a highly contentious tax-funded advertisement 
financed in part by a United Nations agency actually encourages 
German women to cover their heads with an Islamic-style outfit 
as part of “tolerance.” First the ad shows a woman from the back 
dancing to Islamic-style music while wearing an Islamic outfit. 
The words “Turkish women wear the Islamic head scarf” appear 
on the screen. 

Then when the woman turns around, it becomes clear that she 
is a blonde German woman. “Me too,” she says about wearing 
the Islamic head covering. “It’s beautiful.” Then she says, “Enjoy 
difference, start tolerance.” Then viewers are told that the ad was 
made in cooperation with UNESCO, the UN agency in charge of 
education, culture, and science. Hl 


Russian Official Expresses Unwillingness to Force Assad Out of Syria 
“There are just two options: Assad sitting in Damascus or Nusra sitting in 
Damascus. Assad must sit in Damascus to ensure a political settlement.” 
Serving as the spokesman for Russian President Vladimir Putin, Dmi- 
try Peskov indicated that Russia would prefer Assad to having Nusra, a 
branch of al-Qaeda, dominating Syria. 


Philippine President Wants No Ties to United States 

“Your honors, in this venue, I announce my separation from the United 
States ... both in military and economics.” 

Speaking at an economic forum in Beijing, China, Rodrigo Duterte also had 
no intention of impeding China’s territorial moves in the South China Sea. 


Dmitry 
Peskov 


AP Images 


European Union Facing Increased Problems 

“The E.U. is becoming more and more ungovernable. The stakes internationally are higher and higher, 
but politics is becoming more and more parochial.” 

Not only Brexit, but trade, migration, and the rising strength of right-wing parties in Europe are caus- 
ing concern, according to Mark Leonard, a director of the European Council on Foreign Relations. 


Seven Accused of Conspiracy in Oregon Land Dispute Acquitted 
“There’s a seething anger among those who use the land because of the 
oppressive management of the land in the West. It’s the ranchers, the log- 
gers, the miners, and the Indians. [They all face] tyrannical oppression. 
The goal [of federal officials] is to manage them out of business and get 
them off the land.” 
Seven defendants, among them brothers Ammon and Ryan Bundy, were 
recently tried in federal court for conspiracy, and for possessing firearms 
with the intent to commit crimes, in connection with their occupation of 
the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in Oregon earlier this year. Their 
; acquittal on October 27 shocked prosecutors and others. Joel Hansen, 

Joel ae attorney for Cliven Bundy, who was not one of the wildlife occupiers and 

Hansen . er : 

not a defendant in this case, believes the jury saw through the attempt to 

classify the occupiers as terrorists and, therefore, refused to convict them. 


AP Images 


Wall Street Journal Editorial Scorches Hillary Clinton 

“To put this another way, Mrs. Clinton believes there is no restriction on abortion she would ever sup- 
port, and there is no restriction on gun rights she would ever oppose. [Supreme Court rulings in] Car- 
hart, Citizens United and Heller were 5-4 decisions, and Mrs. Clinton wants each of them to be litmus 
tests for her Supreme Court appointments.” 

Under the headline “Hillary’s New Constitution,” the editorial writer let readers know how the Demo- 
cratic Party nominee would gut the First and Second Amendments. 


New Jersey Tax on Gasoline Rises by 23 Cents Per Gallon 
“The only thing that enticed me about New Jersey was the gas price. Now I will fill up at home in 
Pennsylvania.” 

As of November 1, New Jersey gas-station prices will jump substantially 
because of the need for money to repair roads and bridges. Wendy John, 
who commutes to her New Jersey job from Pennsylvania, no longer sees 
any reason to fuel her auto out of state. 


Supreme Court Nominee Hearings Expected in Lame-duck Session 
“If Hillary Clinton is president-elect, then we should move forward with 
hearings [after the election].” 
A member of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Jeff Flake (R-Ariz.) re- 
fused to endorse his party’s nominee for president and seems eager to 
add Merrick Garland, Obama’s choice, to the high court. @ 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANUS 
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As was predicted by opponents from the start, ObamaCare has begun to implode, owing to 
high costs brought on by government planners. Questions remain: Why, and what next? 


by Charles Scaliger 


n Monday, October 3, former 
() reste Bill Clinton, in a se- 
ries of unexpected and perhaps 
unscripted comments while stumping 


on behalf of his wife’s presidential cam- 
paign in Flint, Michigan, took the politi- 


10 


cal world by surprise when he singled 
out ObamaCare for scathing criticism. 
“You’ve got this crazy system where all 
of a sudden, 25 million more people have 
health care, and then the people who are 
out there busting it, sometimes 60 hours a 
week, wind up with their premiums dou- 
bled and their coverage cut in half and it’s 


the craziest thing in the world,” Clinton 
told a crowd of supporters. 

He added that “the current system 
works fine if you’re eligible for Medicaid, 
if you’re a lower-income working person, 
if you’re already on Medicare or if you get 
enough subsidies on a modest income that 
you can afford your health care.” 
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But overall, Clinton concluded, Obama- 
Care is hurting the very people it was 
intended to help, pointing out that “the 
people getting killed in this deal are the 
small-business people and individuals 
who make just a little bit too much to get 
any of these subsidies.” 

During Bill Clinton’s own presidency 
a generation ago, Hillary Clinton was put 
in charge of creating a system of social- 
ized medicine (so-called Hillarycare), an 
effort that met with political failure. The 
Clintons have long been ardent public 
supporters of socialized medicine (and 
socialism in general). What would prompt 
Bill Clinton to attack ObamaCare during 
a heated presidential campaign? Have the 
failings of Obama’s disastrous experiment 
in socialized medicine become so obvious 
that even Democrats now want to distance 
themselves from it? 

In a word, yes. Since its full phase-in 
earlier in 2016, the Affordable Care Act 
has — as its many detractors have been 
predicting for years — inflicted critical 
damage on an already creaky healthcare 
system and ruined healthcare coverage for 
tens of millions of Americans. As Clinton 
noted correctly, the middle class, students, 
and small-business owners and their em- 
ployees have borne the brunt of the dam- 
age, although no one but the few who can 
afford to pay out of pocket for healthcare 
have been unaffected by ObamaCare. 
Premiums have skyrocketed alongside 
deductibles and copays, while President 
Obama’s most quotable promise — that 
Americans who liked their pre-Obama- 
Care health coverage could keep it — has 
been discarded, as millions promptly lost 
their coverage or endured deep cuts in 
benefits and soaring costs with their exist- 
ing coverage. In a word, ObamaCare has 
been a scourge on the already troubled 
American economy, a monumental politi- 
cal and economic mistake that has been a 
major contributor to our continuing eco- 
nomic malaise, more than eight years after 
the onset of the Great Recession. 


Sticker Shock 

One of the concerns that ObamaCare was 
supposed to address was rising healthcare 
premiums, which had outpaced wage in- 
creases for years. During the five-year 
period from 2004 to 2009, for example, 
healthcare premiums rose an average of 
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30 percent, while wages increased by 
only 12.2 percent. Figures such as these 
buoyed President Obama and other sup- 
porters of socialized medicine, and were 
a crucial factor leading to the passage of 
ObamaCare in 2010. Yet in the first year 
after ObamaCare’s enactment, premium 
costs soared by an additional 9.4 percent, 
and by 2014, the increase over five years 
was a whopping additional 28 percent, 
while wages only grew by 7.8 percent dur- 
ing that same period. While some of the 
depressed wages were (and are) certainly 
attributable to the Great Recession and its 
seemingly never-ending aftermath, it has 
become embarrassingly clear that Obama- 
Care has done nothing to halt the rise in 
healthcare premium costs. 

With open enrollment in ObamaCare 
slated to begin in November, another, po- 
litically far more damaging consequence 
has dominated the news in recent days: the 
soaring cost of ObamaCare premiums in 
many states. During the last week in Octo- 
ber, the election season was roiled by news 


that the price of ObamaCare premiums 
will rise on average 25 percent in 2017, 
with many areas experiencing significant- 
ly greater price hikes. Arizona, which will 
be among the hardest-hit states, will ex- 
perience a whopping 116 percent increase 
in its second-cheapest “silver plan,” for 
which a hypothetical 27-year-old paying 
$196 per month in 2016 will be paying 
$422 in 2017. The Obama administration 
has tried to downplay this latest round of 
healthcare sticker shock, with glib assur- 
ances that eight out of 10 ObamaCare ben- 
eficiaries will qualify for subsidies under 
the terms of the now-ironically named 
Affordable Care Act. Aviva Aron-Dine of 
the Department of Health and Human Ser- 
vices (HHS) rushed to assure ObamaCare 
customers that the government will cover 
the difference for most of them: 


Issuers were pricing for a com- 
pletely new market, one where they 
could no longer exclude those with 
the most serious health needs; many 


AP Images 


They’re haaack: Former president Bill Clinton campaigns in Michigan on behalf of his wife, 
Hillary, who seeks to return the Clintons to the White House after a 16-year absence, and take up 
unfinished agenda items from the first Clinton era — including fully socialized healthcare. 
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set prices that turned out to be too 
low.... Not only do tax credits bring 
down the cost of coverage, they ad- 
just dollar for dollar with the cost of 
the benchmark plan in your area. So 
even if the cost of benchmark cov- 
erage goes up, most consumers will 
not have to pay more. 


In other words, the market got pricing 
wrong at the outset, but now the govern- 
ment, in its omniscience, will fix every- 
thing. HHS has indicated that our hypo- 
thetical young Arizonan in a silver plan 
will qualify for government subsidies of 
about $280 per month — if his annual in- 
come is $25,000 or so. If he makes more 
than $30,000, the subsidy will be much 
less. Left unsaid in all the posturing and 
spin is how the government is going to pay 
for all the new healthcare subsidies that 
the disastrous rise in premium costs has 
made necessary. The answer, of course, 
will ultimately be higher taxes, fees, and 
public debt, coupled with further contrac- 
tions of benefits. 

Another development unanticipated 
by the Obama administration has been 
the veritable stampede of healthcare pro- 
viders and insurers out of ObamaCare. 
As early as 2013, insurance company 
Aetna announced that it was opting out of 
ObamaCare in a number of states, includ- 
ing Connecticut (where the corporation is 
headquartered), California, Georgia, and 
Maryland. Other major insurers, such as 
Blue Cross and United Health Group, have 
also pulled out of healthcare exchanges in 
California and elsewhere as the health 
insurance market continues to contract 
under centralized control. Meanwhile, 
many of the nation’s top hospitals and 
clinics are either opting out of ObamaCare 
or being very selective in the policies for 
which they will accept coverage. With the 
beginning of open enrollment in Novem- 
ber, many markets, such as Philadelphia, 
will be left with only one or two insurance 
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Swelling the rolls: ACA navigators hold an enrollment event in Texas, one of many nationwide 
designed to persuade reluctant consumers to purchase health insurance through the ObamaCare 
exchanges. But with average premiums in Texas slated to rise 60 percent in 2017, it promises to 


be a tough sell. 


providers participating in ObamaCare, 
leaving consumers little or no choice. On 
average, the number of options available 
to customers will decline by about a third, 
with competition declining in all but four 
states that participate in Healthcare.gov’s 
exchange. Hard-beset Arizona is a fairly 
typical example of the dizzying decline of 
healthcare options: In the Grand Canyon 
State, the number of options available will 
fall from 65 in 2016 to just four in 2017. 
Overall, about 21 percent of customers 
seeking healthcare plans at Healthcare.gov 
will encounter only one option in 2017 — 
up from two percent in 2016. 

Meanwhile, health insurance plans na- 
tionwide are plagued by ballooning de- 
ductibles — the amount the insured must 
pay out of pocket for healthcare before in- 
surance benefits kick in. Once a nominal 
amount, the post-ObamaCare deductible 
has rapidly morphed into a severe finan- 
cial threat in and of itself. The average 
deductible for a typical “Bronze” plan 
under ObamaCare is now $5,629, while 
the average deductible for a “Silver” plan 


is $2,994. The lowest deductibles belong 
to the “Gold” plans, which average only 
$1,105 — but feature premiums too ex- 
pensive for most Americans to pay. As 
Nathan Nascimento recently pointed out 
in the National Review: 


Paying $3,000 or $5,600 before their 
insurance kicks in simply isn’t an 
option for most families in times of 
emergency. A December 2015 sur- 
vey by Bankrate.com found that 63 
percent of Americans don’t have 
enough savings to cover an unex- 
pected emergency-room visit costing 
$1,000. A recent report from the New 
York Times put it bluntly: Rising out- 
of-pocket costs have rendered many 
exchange plans “all but useless” for 
those already struggling to make 
ends meet. 


And participation in America’s Brave 
New World of healthcare isn’t optional; 
ObamaCare also levies hefty tax penal- 
ties on Americans without health insur- 
ance, and has anointed the IRS its col- 
lection and enforcement arm. The federal 
government has — so far — been tenta- 
tive in enforcing the tax penalties for the 
uninsured. As Joseph Thorndike, a tax 
policy analyst, told the New York Times, 
“Tt is highly unusual for the federal gov- 
ernment to use tax penalties to encourage 
affirmative behavior. That’s a hard sell.” 
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Even so, tax penalties assessed by the IRS 
have been rising steadily, in an attempt 
to browbeat Americans into the system. 
Many Americans, however, have done 
the math and prefer, even four years into 
the ObamaCare abyss, to pay the annual 
penalty. One Atlanta business consultant 
in his early fifties told the Times that he 
was seriously considering dropping his 
ObamaCare premium, which is costing 
him $1,400 a month this year to cover his 
family of four. Next year, his premiums 
will go up by 60 percent, whereas the IRS 
penalty will only amount to two months’ 
worth of premiums. And his story is far 
from unique. Millions of Americans are 
prepared to take the risk of a major medi- 
cal setback and pay a tax penalty of hun- 
dreds or even thousands of dollars rather 
than be saddled with enormously expen- 
sive monthly premiums that pay for poli- 
cies with deductibles so high that only a 
catastrophic event would be covered at 
all. Some consumers who buy insurance 
on the exchanges still feel vulnerable. 
“Deductibles are so high,” observes the 
Times, “that the insurance seems useless. 
So some think that whether they send hun- 
dreds of dollars to the I.R.S. or thousands 
to an insurance company, they are essen- 
tially paying something for nothing.” 

For ObamaCare to even appear to work, 
it must be able to attract large numbers of 
healthy, young, low-risk subscribers — 
yet that is the opposite of what has taken 
place so far. A large percentage of Obama- 
Care subscribers are older and/or in poor 
health, precisely the customer base that 
would be most attracted to policies that, 
though expensive, are still preferable to 
the alternative of paying tens or hundreds 
of thousands annually for chronic illnesses 
and long-term disabilities. 

For those already insured via employer- 
based plans, rising premiums and deduct- 
ibles alongside contracting benefits have 
become a fact of life. Healthcare providers 
and insurers, hard beset by ObamaCare’s 
many mandates, are trying to save money 
any way they can, which includes scaling 
back benefits for all payers. 

In a word, Americans now find them- 
selves in a healthcare morass from which 
there appears to be no deliverance. If cur- 
rent projections are anywhere near the 
mark, Americans will soon be paying as 
much or more for government-run health- 
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care plans than they would have paid by 
choice before ObamaCare — except with 
the inefficiencies inherent to any govern- 
ment-run enterprise added on. Moreover, 
there is every indication that, sooner rath- 
er than later, in large swaths of America 
no insurance provider will participate in 
ObamaCare at all. 


Private to Public 

It wasn’t supposed to turn out this way. 
In reassuring voters of the need for his 
reforms, President Obama famously 
promised tens of millions of Americans 
already satisfied with their healthcare 
coverage that they would be able to keep 
their plans if they liked them. We were 
also assured by a mob of Democrats and 
their media mouthpieces that ObamaCare 
could be done cheaply and efficiently, 
and that it would solve chronic problems 
with portability, rising costs, and lack of 
access to quality healthcare for millions 
of Americans. 

Yet not everybody was convinced. All 
the way back in 1993, when Bill Clinton 
was attempting to pass sweeping health- 
care reforms, humorist P. J. O’Rourke 
famously quipped to a gathering at the 
Cato Institute: “If you think health care 
is expensive now, wait until you see what 
it costs when it’s free.” As events turned 
out then, Hillary Clinton and her team 
of high-paid experts were unable to ram 
socialized medicine down America’s col- 
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lective throat. But President Obama was 
able to enact the long-standing goal of 
government-run healthcare, and the results 
have been precisely what O’Rourke and 
many others on the Right had warned us to 
expect. Perhaps the only surprise has been 
the speed of the implosion, but few sober 
observers doubt that ObamaCare is in a 
death spiral, courtesy of the implacable 
laws of economics. 

The federal government’s meddling in 
the healthcare system began during the 
Second World War, an indirect conse- 
quence of wage controls imposed by the 
federal government. Companies were un- 
able to offer competitive wages thanks to 
FDR’s wartime socialist measures, but 
when the War Labor Board exempted 
fringe benefits from the wage controls, 
companies began offering competitive 
healthcare insurance benefits instead. 
When the war ended, the wage con- 
trols were lifted, but the expectation of 
employer-provided healthcare remained. 
President Truman tried to pass a volun- 
tary government healthcare program, but 
the politics of the day did not allow him to 
make any progress. Labor unions, which 
in general favored programs such as so- 
cialist medicine, opted instead to support 
measures requiring big companies to offer 
health benefits packages. By 1960, most 
large public and private employers offered 
health insurance, whose benefits typically 
extended to routine care. And not surpris- 
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Opting out: Aetna is but one of a number of large insurance companies withdrawing from ACA 


healthcare exchanges in many states. Aetna will be withdrawing from California, Connecticut, and 


several other states. 
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ingly, once average Americans were of- 
fered government and union-backed ben- 
efits packages that incentivized frequent 
trips to the doctor for checkups, minor 
colds and injuries, and a range of other 
elective procedures, prices began to rise 
with increasing demand. 

The ObamaCare crisis is but the latest 
installment in the slow-motion deteriora- 
tion of the American healthcare system, 
a trend that began in the mid-’60s after 
the passage of Lyndon Johnson’s Social 
Security Amendments of 1965 (a major 
component of President Johnson’s “Great 
Society” initiative), which created Medi- 
care and Medicaid. Medicare and Medic- 
aid were the first major interventions in 
the healthcare sector by the federal gov- 
ernment, and were the outcome of decades 
of pressure by the Left to emulate coun- 
tries such as Great Britain in instituting 
socialized medicine. With the passage of 


these two massive new federal programs, 
healthcare costs began to rise precipitous- 
ly, and have been rising ever since, with 
each new government healthcare “fix” 
introducing new distortions and disincen- 
tives into the healthcare markets. From 
1960 to 2013, healthcare spending rose 
from $147 per person to $9,255 per per- 
son, with an average annual increase of 8.1 
percent. Per capita income over the same 
period grew by an average of only 5.7 
percent. More tellingly, during this same 
period there was a massive shift in respon- 
sibility for coverage of healthcare costs. 
In 1960, 77 percent of healthcare costs 
were covered by private sponsors such 
as households and businesses, with the 
other 23 percent covered by government 
(a surprisingly high percentage pre-Great 
Society, but these figures include all levels 
of government). By 2013, private sponsors 
covered only 57 percent, and government 


Clinton follies: Hillary Clinton campaigns on behalf of her own centralized government 
healthcare plan in 1993. Hillary’s best-laid plans were thwarted by Congress at the time, but a 
generation later, America is saddled with socialized medicine anyway. 
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the remaining 43 percent. More specifi- 
cally, the federal government’s share of 
healthcare spending rose from 11 percent 
to 26 percent. 

The figures tell an interesting story. 
Over the last 50 years, healthcare has 
morphed from a mostly private to a mostly 
government enterprise, in terms of where 
and how the money is being spent, and 
the history of healthcare legislation since 
1965 is a litany of greater and greater 
federal government involvement in the 
healthcare sector. 

In 1973, Congress passed the Health 
Maintenance Organization Act, which 
mandated that companies with 25 or more 
employees offer federally certified HMO 
coverage. HMOs were envisaged as a way 
to streamline and contain already rising 
healthcare costs, by incentivizing preven- 
tive care and healthy lifestyle choices, 
among other things. But while they were 
billed as private organizations, their eco- 
nomics were always driven by the federal 
government, which from the beginning 
has exercised oversight of HMOs via the 
use of mandates requiring them to produce 
particular products. But healthcare costs 
continued to soar, averaging annual in- 
creases well above 10 percent throughout 
the ’70s. And the barrage of new federal 
regulations continued. 

The year 1986 saw the passage of the 
Emergency Medical Treatment and Active 
Labor Act, whereby the federal govern- 
ment forced hospitals that accept Medicare 
payments to treat any individual seeking 
medical treatment, regardless of citizen- 
ship status or ability to pay. However, the 
government does not reimburse hospitals 
for this service, leaving the Emergency 
Medical Treatment requirements an un- 
funded mandate that hospitals must pay 
for by increasing costs elsewhere. 

In 1996, Congress passed the massive 
Health Insurance Portability and Ac- 
countability Act (HIPAA), which pro- 
tected health insurance for families and 
individuals who change jobs or become 
unemployed. By the late ’90s, such leg- 
islation was deemed necessary because 
healthcare costs had risen so high that one 
major medical procedure not covered by 
insurance — let alone treatment for chron- 
ic, pre-existing conditions that traditional 
insurance would not cover — would spell 
financial ruin for most. But those condi- 
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tions — a healthcare sector in which those 
outside the system of employer-provided 
benefits risked a lifetime of debt for in- 
juries sustained in a car accident, for 
example — were wholly a creation of 
government interference in the healthcare 
sector in the first place, by first incentiv- 
izing higher consumer demand than the 
free market once warranted, and then by 
systematically mandating a broader range 
of services, at lower cost, than healthcare 
providers could possibly provide without 
taxpayer subsidies or much higher prices 
for other services. 

In 2003, Congress passed the Medi- 
care Prescription Drug, Improvement, 
and Modernization Act (shortened to 
MMA), the largest overhaul of Medicare 
since its inception. And MMA did not 
streamline Medicare or defund any part 
of its provisions. Instead, it massively 
expanded Medicare coverage to include 
prescription drugs — paid for, of course, 
by government subsidies. The cost of new 
prescription drugs had been shooting up, 
due mostly to more and more stringent 
FDA controls and government red tape 
hindering pharmaceutical R&D. But as it 
routinely does, government was only too 
happy to provide a solution (government- 
subsidized prescription drug coverage) for 
a government-created problem (exorbitant 
prices for newer prescription drugs). And 
the consequences have been predictable: 
Prescription drug prices continued to soar, 
driving Medicare costs to Icarian altitudes. 

Undeterred, the federal government 
continued its campaign to solve healthcare 
costs by creative legislation. The Patient 
Safety and Quality Improvement Act fol- 
lowed in 2005, and the Health Informa- 
tion Technology for Economic and Clini- 
cal Health Act in 2009, before President 
Obama’s mammoth Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act (ObamaCare) 
ushered in a new era of truly socialized 
medicine in the United States in 2010. 


“Single Payer” 

But even the Affordable Care Act is not 
what left-wing radicals have been seeking 
for almost a century. The real goal is an 
innocuously named “single payer” system 
— in essence, a system in which the gov- 
ernment pays for everybody’s healthcare, 
such as healthcare systems in Canada, 
Great Britain, and many other wealthy 
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HMO is where the heart is: Caspar Weinberger. secretaty af health, education, and welfare: 
briefs reporters in 1972 on the Health Maintenance Organization Act. This gargantuan healthcare 
bill, signed into law by President Richard Nixon, set up the federal-government regulation HMO 
system, which has been a major factor in the healthcare crisis. 


countries. Such a system converts health- 
care into a wholly public enterprise — and 
gives the state total authority over matters 
of life and death, including abortion and 
euthanasia. Fully socialized medicine has 
always been near the top of every social- 
ist’s wish list, because it gives the state full 
control over the health of its citizens. 

It has been suggested, with some plau- 
sibility, that ObamaCare was a ruse, pro- 
grammed to fail so that Americans would 
more readily accept single-payer health- 
care as a solution. Whether or not the spec- 
tacular failures of ObamaCare were antici- 
pated by its creators, the Left is already 
touting a single-payer system as the solu- 
tion. Robert Reich, ultra-liberal Harvard 
professor and secretary of labor under 
President Clinton, is strongly supportive of 
a single-payer system. In an August article 
entitled “Why a Single-Payer Health Care 
System Is Inevitable,” Reich caricatured 
the insurance industry, insisting that “the 
problem isn’t Obamacare per se. It lies 
in the structure of the private markets for 
health insurance — which creates power- 
ful incentives to avoid sick people and at- 
tract healthy ones.” This, of course, is the 
only rational way that the health insurance 
industry can work. Insurance companies, 
like all businesses, need to turn a profit, 
which means attracting more people who 
will pay more into the insurance pool than 
the sick and injured will withdraw from 
it. But then Reich, and liberals in general, 
are viscerally opposed to profit-taking 
(which they usually style “profiteering’’). 


They have no moral qualms, on the other 
hand, with using the power of the state to 
extract ever more taxpayer money to fund 
Utopian projects such as single-payer 
healthcare systems that, over time, drain 
treasuries and degrade the quality of the 
healthcare they are supposed to improve. 

ObamaCare’s chief architect, MIT 
professor Jonathan Gruber, has argued at 
various times that, whether the Affordable 
Care Act succeeds or fails, a single-payer 
system is the final goal. In a candid dis- 
cussion aired on CSPAN, Gruber indicated 
that if the ACA “doesn’t work, then we’ll 
have to revisit single payer. This bill is the 
last, best hope for private insurance.” But 
at a forum at Harvard University, Gruber 
disingenuously tried to explode the “fal- 
lacy” that “if Obamacare fails, then next 
we’ll go to single payer.” Instead, he sug- 
gested, the eventuality of a single-payer 
system depends on the success of Obama- 
Care, stating emphatically that “if you like 
single payer, then Obamacare has to suc- 
ceed.” In other words, heads we win, tails 
you lose; no matter what happens with 
ObamaCare, America will have a single- 
payer system. 

The one surprise for the promoters of 
a single-payer system has been the speed 
with which ObamaCare has unraveled. 
Instead of having a decade or so to plan 
a smooth transition into fully centralized 
government-run healthcare, President 
Obama, Hillary Clinton, and all their 
liberal backers in Washington are facing 
ferocious opposition to ObamaCare, with 
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Act in 1996. HIPAA was one of the most burdensome federal impositions on the healthcare sector 
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or to ObamaCare. 


GOP presidential candidate Donald Trump 
vowing to repeal ObamaCare should he be 
elected. (This issue of the magazine went 
to press five days before the November 8 
election.) 

But if Hillary Clinton is elected presi- 
dent alongside a Democrat-controlled 
Congress, a single-payer system (or what 
is now being called a “public option”) 
could swiftly become reality via one of 
two avenues, as the National Reviews 


Jo 


sh Blackman pointed out: 


First, she would grant so-called “in- 
novation waivers” to “empower 
states to establish a public option 
choice.” By exempting states from 
the ACA’s conventional framework, 
these waivers would redirect all of 
the subsidies that would otherwise be 
paid to insurance companies into the 
states’ coffers. Maine, Colorado, Cal- 
ifornia, Minnesota, and Rhode Island 
are actively pursuing this Obamacare 
slush fund. 

Second, she could enact a public 
option through budget reconcilia- 
tion, provided Democrats control 
both chambers of Congress. Recall 
that in 2010, to avoid a Republican- 
led filibuster, the Affordable Care 
Act was enacted through reconcili- 
ation, the parliamentary procedure 
that allows revenue-raising bills 
to be enacted by a simple-majority 


vote of the Senate. Seven years later, 
the law could be amended in the 
same fashion. Yale professor Jacob 
Hacker, the self-proclaimed “father 
of the public option,” has predicted 
that a public option could be en- 
acted “with a simple majority vote,” 
which would eliminate the threat 
of a filibuster. Already, 33 Senate 
Democrats are on record supporting 
the public option. If they got the op- 
portunity to use reconciliation, they 
would pound the final nail into the 
individual marketplace’s coffin. 


It is worth noting that what Blackman 
calls the “parliamentary procedure” of 
enacting a revenue-raising bill via a vote 
in the Senate (after the House has rejected 
it) under the rubric of “reconciliation” is 
blatantly unconstitutional, whatever pro- 
cedural tradition Capitol Hill may have 
consecrated to the contrary. The “origi- 
nation clause” in Article 1, Section 7 of 
the U.S. Constitution states unambigu- 
ously that “all bills for raising revenue 
shall originate in 
the House of Rep- 
resentatives, but 
the Senate may 
propose or concur 
with amendments 
as on other bills.” 
The unconstitu- 
tional passage of 
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ObamaCare did not pass unnoticed. As 
Stanford Law School Professor Michael 
McConnell observed in the Wall Street 
Journal at the time: 


Democratic congressional leaders 
have floated a plan to enact health- 
care reform by a procedure dubbed 
“the Slaughter solution.” It is named 
not for the political carnage that it 
might inflict on their members, but 
for Rep. Louise Slaughter (D., N.Y.), 
chair of the powerful House Rules 
Committee, who proposed it. Under 
her proposal, Democrats would pass 
arule that deems the Senate’s health- 
care bill to have passed the House, 
without the House actually voting on 
the bill. This would enable Congress 
to vote on legislation that fixes flaws 
in the Senate health-care bill without 
facing a Senate filibuster, and with- 
out requiring House members to vote 
in favor of a Senate bill that is now 
politically toxic. 


This is precisely what happened, and we 
ended up with an Affordable Care Act that 
the House had not even voted on. 

The proponents of single-payer health- 
care are no more going to be deterred by 
constitutional restraints than were con- 
gressional Democrats in 2010. They want 
full-blown socialized medicine in the 
United States, and they will get it, unless 
principled opposition, coupled with a full- 
er understanding among the voting public 
of what ObamaCare is, why it is failing, 
and what it may soon lead to, forces the 
Left to beat a retreat. The enemies at the 
gates of our constitutional Republic have 
no intention of abandoning their goals, and 
if ObamaCare isn’t soon repealed and fed- 
eral government involvement in healthcare 
scaled back and eventually eliminated, our 
children may end up with a creaky, cen- 
trally managed healthcare system erected 
on the ashes of our free Republic. HH 
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Great Smart Meter Con 


Smart meters plague 
utility customers with real 
troubles and mythical 
bogies. Here’s how to 
separate fact from fiction. 


by Rebecca Terrell 


s taxpayers, utilities, and rate 
Aw= continue to pump billions 

into modernization of the electric 
power grid, controversy rages over the 
evolving “smart” technology that makes 
it possible. While proponents praise it as 
ushering in efficient grid management and 
cybersecurity, others warn that the “smart 
grid” is nothing less than a tool of the sur- 
veillance state that government uses to 
destroy liberty and privacy. 

In the cross hairs of an attack are smart 
meters, digital devices that replace tra- 
ditional automated utility meters at in- 
dividual homes and businesses. Like 
their conventional cousins, smart meters 
measure electric power usage, and some 
record gas and/or water use, too. Utilities 
prefer them because they provide two-way 
communication between the meter and 
main recording station. They can be read 
frequently, improving accuracy in record- 
ing electric power use, and they are read 
remotely, without utilities sending a per- 
son to document each measuring device 
in the network. The National Association 
for Amateur Radio states that smart meters 
also reduce costs by alerting customers to 
ways they can conserve energy and by al- 
lowing utilities to pinpoint times of peak 
demand and resolve outages and service 
problems more rapidly. 

But the other side of the coin, opponents 
say, is that government can spy on and ra- 
tion your energy use by means of these 
digital meters. During the 2015 California 
drought, for example, bureaucrats used 
them “to catch citizens consuming more 
than their government-approved water 
rations,” as Alex Newman reported for 
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Deemed dangerous: The World Health Organization ranks radiofrequency radiation from devices 
such as cellphones and smart meters as “possibly carcinogenic.” Caffeine gets the same label. 


THE NEw AMERICAN. In what amounted to 
warrantless search and collection of data, 
Long Beach Water Department General 
Manager Kevin Wattier bragged, “We are 
using it specifically for an enforcement 
tool to go after those customers who we’ ve 
gotten lots of complaints about,” and to 
fine them for using more than their “fair 
share” of water. 

In 2012, the Congressional Research 
Service warned about the criminal poten- 
tial afforded by such detailed, up-to-the- 
minute recording. “By observing when oc- 
cupants use the most electricity, it may be 
possible to discern their daily schedules,” 
opening the door for hackers to plan rob- 
beries or worse. Newman also related that 
the European Data Protection Supervisor, 
a European Union government agency, 
warned that smart meters allow “massive 
collection of personal information ... un- 
precedented in the energy sector.” 

Also sparking debate is that smart me- 
ters have proven to be dangerous fire haz- 
ards; due to a common hardware malfunc- 
tion, the unstable devices easily explode 
and send homes up in flames. Newman 
recounted that the problem reached such 
a pitch in one Canadian province that au- 


thorities swapped out more than 100,000 
smart meters with traditional units. Oregon 
officials replaced 70,000 digital meters in 
2014 for the same reason. Randy Bays, 
president of leading smart meter manufac- 
turer Sensus, made the incriminating and 
disturbing admission: “Our experience has 
shown that these issues are systemic in the 
industry.” 

Yet another argument against the con- 
troversial monitoring instruments is the 
allegation that radiation emitted in their 
transmissions causes adverse health ef- 
fects in humans. For example, the website 
for the 2013 documentary “Take Back 
Your Power” states that smart meters 
“emit between 5,000 and 190,000 pulses 
per day.” No question that’s a lot of ra- 
diation, right? Not really. According to the 
New England electric company National- 
Grid, “a typical data-transmitting pulse 
would be 6 milliseconds long.” Five thou- 
sand pulses equates to 30 seconds per day. 

That may be slight, but what about 
190,000 pulses? The study cited by 
TakeBackYourPower.net actually only 
found “‘one meter that sent out more than 
190,000 signals in one day.” Even in that 
case, the meter transmitted for less than 


17 


SCIENCE 


The Congressional Research Service warned about 
the criminal potential afforded by such detailed, up-to- 
the-minute recording. “By observing when occupants 
use the most electricity, it may be possible to discern 
their daily schedules,” opening the door for hackers to 


plan robberies or worse. 


20 minutes. But the average device sent 
fewer than 10,000 pulses daily. The report 
concluded, “Add them together, and the 
meter’s total transmission time equals a 
little more than 45 seconds per day.” 

The question remains: Is that enough 
radiation to cause disease? Or does this 
smart-meter-contagion argument amount 
to nothing more than fearmongering by 
those who wish to demonize smart meters 
at all costs, and who are taking advantage 
of general public ignorance of radiation? 
If the latter case is true, the argument cer- 
tainly undermines the credibility of those 
with real concerns about the menacing 
potential of smart meters as tools that turn 
Big Brother into Peeping Tom. In order to 
answer these questions, we need to under- 
stand the radiation that smart meters emit. 
So we’ll start with a brief review of the 
electromagnetic spectrum. 


All the Energy in the Universe 
NASA describes the electromagnetic 
(EM) spectrum as the span of all known 


types of EM radiation, arranged accord- 
ing to wavelength and frequency. Lower 
frequencies and longer wavelengths oc- 
cupy the left side and transition to higher 
frequencies and shorter wavelengths to- 
ward the right. EM radiation moves at the 
speed of light and emanates from a variety 
of natural and man-made sources, includ- 
ing the sun, the Earth, and your own body. 
Household appliances such as your televi- 
sion and microwave also emit EM energy 
in varying forms. 

Visible light is the most familiar, be- 
cause it is the only type we can detect 
without the aid of measuring instruments. 
But visible light is an extremely narrow 
portion of the entire spectrum, slightly to 
the right of center. Coupled with ultra- 
violet radiation, it effectively marks the 
dividing line between ionizing and non- 
ionizing radiation. 

Ionizing radiation contains enough en- 
ergy to tear electrons away from an atom, 
converting it into ions with a positive or 
negative electric charge. This is com- 
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Radiated by radiation? The electromagnetic spectrum is the range of all known types of energy, 
such as gamma rays, which can cause cancer, and radiofrequency radiation, which can’t. 
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monly known as radioactivity, which can 
cause cancer in high doses because it can 
damage DNA. X-rays and gamma rays are 
well-known forms of ionizing energy. 

Non-ionizing radiation does not carry 
enough energy to ionize atoms, meaning 
it is incapable of causing DNA damage. 
But its effects are observed elsewhere. It 
makes it possible for you to microwave 
your food, for your radio to receive a sig- 
nal, and for your lights to come on when 
you flip a switch. Without non-ionizing 
radiation, there would be no such thing 
as laser cataract surgery, cellular phones, 
or sunlight. 


Radiofrequency 

Electromagnetic Fields 

Obviously, non-ionizing forms of energy 
can affect the human body both positive- 
ly (e.g., transmission of nerve impulses) 
and negatively (e.g., sunburns). But there 
is great controversy regarding whether 
non-ionizing radiation causes cancer — 
with the spotlight specifically on radio- 
frequency (RF) electromagnetic fields 
(EMF), which have frequencies between 
300 megahertz (MHz) and 300 giga- 
hertz (GHz). Frequency is proportional 
to the amount of energy transmitted, and 
in terms of the entire EM spectrum, RF 
emissions are relatively low frequency and 
low energy. Visible light, with frequencies 
ranging from 400 to 800 terahertz (THz), 
is thousands of times more powerful. (One 
terahertz is one thousand times larger than 
one gigahertz, which is one thousand 
times as powerful as one megahertz.) 

RF fields are released from man-made 
sources, such as modern telecommunica- 
tions, that help make possible our indus- 
trialized standard of living. Smart meters 
are one of many common household ob- 
jects that emit RF energy. Other items that 
make the list are cellphones, wireless rout- 
ers, baby monitors, garage-door openers, 
televisions, and walkie-talkies. 

The World Health Organization (WHO) 
caused a stir in 2011 when it announced 
that RF radiation might generate tumors in 
the body. Its International Agency for Re- 
search on Cancer, which maintains a list 
of agents rated on the basis of their ability 
to cause the disease, added radiofrequency 
EMF to “Group 2B: possibly carcinogenic 
to humans.” That sounds pretty damning 
until you look more closely at the com- 
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A test of trouble: The amount of radiofrequency radiation from a smart meter is far less than 


in 


the same energy emitted from many common household devices such as cellphones, microwave 


ovens, and baby monitors. 


plete 2B catalog, which includes caffeine, 
coconut oil, Ginkgo biloba extract, Aloe 
vera extract, and kava, a popular Polyne- 
sian social drink. And although RF fields 
remain in Group 2B, WHO’s online fact 
sheet entitled “Electromagnetic Fields and 
Public Health” states that “‘a large number 
of studies have been performed over the 
last two decades to assess whether mobile 
phones pose a potential health risk. To 
date, no adverse health effects have been 
established as being caused by mobile 
phone use.” Mobile phones are ubiquitous 
RF emitters. Leave it to WHO to add con- 
fusion to the matter. 


Electromagnetic Hypersensitivity 

In addition to cancer, some attribute 
to radiofrequency EMF other adverse 
health effects, such as headaches, sleep 
disturbance, fatigue, and skin ailments. 
It’s a condition known as “electromag- 
netic hypersensitivity” (EHS). After all, 
if RF from a microwave can cook your 
food, why can’t the same energy from a 
cellphone cook your brain? David Rob- 
ert Grimes, science contributor to The 
Guardian, explains that microwave ovens 
are designed to heat the water in our 
food, unlike cellular telephones, which 
are incapable of such a feat. Moreover, 
“the power output of our communication 
technology is many orders of magnitude 
below that of ovens, with typical home 
routers outputting less than 100mW,” 
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Grimes explains. That’s 100 milliwatts, 
or one-tenth of a watt. (Smart meters’ 
signals are similar to those produced by 
wireless routers.) In sharp contrast, mi- 
crowave ovens typically output between 
600-1200 watts of power to heat food, or 
6,000 to 12,000 times the power output of 
a router or meter. 

WHO’s fact sheet relates that doctors do 
not recognize EHS as a valid medical di- 
agnosis but simply treat individual symp- 
toms. Regardless, many contend that EHS 
is a real condition, prompting activist and 
support groups worldwide. Some Santa 
Fe, New Mexico, residents want to ban 
public hotspots altogether, while a Massa- 
chusetts couple sued their son’s school for 
making him sick with its Wi-Fi signal. A 
French court awarded a woman disability 
benefits for what she called EHS symp- 
toms, while parents in the U.K. blame the 
Wi-Fi at their daughter’s school for her 
tragic suicide last year. 

One of the most oft-cited sources of 
research on the negative consequences 
of EHS is the Bioinitiative Report (BIR), 
an independently compiled meta-analysis 
first published online in 2007 and updated 
twice since. Prepared by 29 doctors and 
scientists from 10 countries, the latest re- 
lease includes dire results of approximate- 
ly “1,800 new studies reporting bioeffects 
and adverse health effects of electromag- 
netic fields ... and wireless technologies.” 
Among harmful outcomes that they tout 


as credible, the authors include “brain 
tumor risks from cell phones, damage to 
DNA and genes, effects on memory, learn- 
ing, behavior, attention; sleep disruption, 
cancer and neurological diseases like Al- 
zheimer’s disease ... effects on ... fertility 
and reproduction ... brain development of 
the fetus and infant, and effects of wireless 
classrooms on children and adolescents.” 

Yet BIR is routinely criticized as sub- 
jective and unbalanced; government agen- 
cies in Australia, India, The Netherlands, 
France, Germany, and the European Union 
have accused the authors of selective use 
of scientific data and erroneous report- 
ing. The conservative-minded Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers has 
censured BIR’s findings as unreliable. 

Indeed, other research directly contra- 
dicts BIR. The Guardian reports, “Dou- 
ble-blind scientific trials, where neither 
the patient nor researcher was aware 
whether they had been exposed to elec- 
tromagnetic waves, have disproven any 
link to the symptoms, and many experts 
ascribe the condition to a phobia.” In some 
trials which used fake EM sources, partici- 
pants reported adverse health effects with- 
out realizing they were never exposed. 
“Some believe it might be triggered by the 
so-called ‘nocebo’ effect — the placebo 
effect in reverse — when people feel un- 
well because they believe they have been 
exposed to something harmful.” 

Scientists at The Netherlands’ Univer- 
sity of Twente explain the results of exist- 
ing clinical studies: “The effects of radio 
waves are largely comparable to the ef- 
fects of microwaves. Touching an object 
in an area with strong radio frequency ra- 
diation can even cause burns.” But they 
also caution that there is no clear evidence 
for additional subjective complaints. 

The National Institutes of Health agrees 
that current research is inconclusive, and 
its National Toxicology Program (NTP) 
is conducting extensive investigations, 
particularly targeted on the main object of 
concern — cellphones — which are held 
directly against the head while in use. 
“Currently, there’s little or no evidence to 
suggest that cell phone usage is associat- 
ed with brain tumors or any other adverse 
health effects in humans,” reads the NTP 
website. However, the agency admits that 
no one has ever conducted a comprehen- 
sive study on the issue. NTP toxicologist 
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Michael Wyde, Ph.D. is hoping to change 
that. “This study is the largest that the NTP 
has ever conducted — it’s the largest of 
this kind on cell phone radio frequency ra- 
diation that’s been done to date. Our stud- 
ies are targeted not just at brain cancer ... 
[they] also address effects in other parts 
of the body.” Results are scheduled for re- 
lease by the end of 2017. 

Until then, the U.S. Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration recommends that those who 
are concemed about avoiding radiofre- 
quency EMF should reduce their amount 
of time spent using cellphones, and use 
speaker mode or a headset “to place more 
distance between your head and the cell 
phone.” Distance is an important factor in 
radiation exposure; radiofrequency emis- 
sions weaken significantly as distance in- 
creases. This will be an important factor 
to consider in relation to RF emitted from 
smart meters, as we shall see. 


Chirping Meters 

Like cellphones, smart meters transmit 
and receive information wirelessly. If 
you have a smart meter, it works by “call- 
ing” your utility company — sometimes 
called “chirping” — via a one- or two- 
watt wireless radio at least once a day 
to deliver up-to-date readings of energy 
usage. Unlike cellphones, smart meters 
are attached to your house — not held 
to your ear — and smart meter company 
Sensus explains that RF exposure from a 
meter “drops by a factor of 100 when you 
move from a distance of | foot to 10 feet 
away.” The walls of your house provide 
additional barriers to exposure. 

More importantly, a typical smart meter 
will transmit for less than one minute per 
day. So even if you stood right next to 
your smart meter for 24 hours straight, 
during at least 23 hours and 59 minutes 
you would absorb no radiation at all. Ad- 
ditionally, the RF from an average smart 
meter is “roughly one-thousandth that of a 
typical cell phone,” reads the Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company’s (PGE) webpage 
dedicated to radiofrequency frequently 
asked questions. “You’d have to have one 
of our meters on your home or business 
for more than 1,000 years to get as much 
exposure to radio waves as a typical cell 
phone user gets in just one month.” 

PGE offers some comparisons of its 
smart meters to Federal Communica- 
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tions Commission (FCC) health-protec- 
tion regulatory standards, measured in 
power density of microwatts per square 
centimeter (uW/cm7). Standing one foot 
away from a smart meter as it is transmit- 
ting, a person would be exposed to be- 
tween 8.8 and 24.4 uW/cm”. As a frame 
of reference, the FCC, which regulates 
telecommunications, places a safe power 
density average on transmitting devices 
such as this of 601 pW/cm?. Inciden- 
tally, these are the readings and stan- 
dards for electric meters, which operate 
at frequencies between 824 and 1900 
MHz. Gas-powered smart meters oper- 
ate at lower frequencies (450-470 MHz), 
transmit at lower wattage (0.820 watts), 
and on average emit 0.00166 W/cm? at 
a distance of one foot. The average safe 
power density set by FCC standards for 
gas meters is 300 pW/cm?. 

How do these power densities compare 
with other common household items? 
Standing three feet away from your micro- 
wave oven as it heats your dinner exposes 
you to 10 pW/cm”, and you’ll get as much 
as double that from your wireless router at 
the same distance. Held right next to your 
head, your cellphone can deliver as much 
as 10,000 wpW/cm?. 

In other words, smart meters are far 
down on the totem pole of RF emitters in 
an ordinary household. In fact, in many 


cases they’re not even in the house but 
just outside, accounting for a tiny fraction 
of RF emissions people absorb every day. 

Does it make sense for anyone to op- 
pose smart meters on the basis of RF 
emissions, if at the same time he refuses 
to pitch his wireless router, cellphone, 
television, baby monitor, and microwave 
oven? Does it make sense to oppose smart 
meters because the World Health Organi- 
zation says they run as much cancer risk as 
coconut oil, Ginkgo biloba supplements, 
or your morning cup of joe? 

We know from experience that there are 
valid reasons to oppose the use of smart 
meters. We know bureaucrats can and do 
use them to spy on utility customers, even 
bragging about their unwarranted surveil- 
lance exploits. We know smart meters 
open the door to espionage and that they 
pose dangerous fire hazards. Claims of 
their cost savings do not take into account 
the billions of dollars in taxes and rate 
hikes used to bolster grid modernization. 
With such a litany of justified complaints, 
does it make sense to add questionable 
claims of ill health from unsubstantiated 
sources? Sticking with verifiable facts is 
clearly the smart choice. 


TNA contributor Ed Hiserodt, author of the book Un- 
derexposed: What if Radiation Is Actually Good for 


You?, contributed to this article. 


A customer sold on the convenience of the data gathering: A utility customer checks online 
for data gathered by the smart meter attached to his house, allowing him to adjust energy 


consumption to fit his budget. 
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The solution to our debt crisis is for “We the People’ to take our Republic back from 
the special interests by educating voters to enforce the Constitution, not by adding a 
Balanced Budget Amendment via an Article V convention. 


by Larry Greenley 


Our country is run by a close network 
of special interests, public officials, and 
the media. 

— Eighty-one percent of Americans 
agreed with this statement in a 1996 survey. 


ack in 1996, the Institute for Ad- 
B vanced Studies in Culture at the 

University of Virginia published 
the results of their survey of the American 
public based on 2,000 face-to-face, in- 
depth interviews. They titled their survey 
“The State of Disunion — 1996.” 

Their finding that 81 percent of Ameri- 
cans believe “Our country is run by a close 
network of special interests, public offi- 
cials, and the media” was recently reaf- 
firmed by a January 2016 Gallup poll that 
revealed that 84 percent of Americans 
agree with the statement, “powerful spe- 
cial interests [have] too much control over 
what the government does.” According to 
the Gallup poll, 51 percent believe that 
this is a “major problem,” while 33 per- 
cent believe that this is a “crisis” situation. 

This widespread belief that “Our coun- 
try is run by a close network of special 
interests, public officials, and the media” 
has also been validated by the presidential 
election campaign of 2016. Rarely have we 
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seen so Clearly the political power plays of 
this “close network,” which includes of 
course the establishment elites of both par- 
ties, as during the 2016 election cycle. 

You might wonder what all this talk of 
special interests’ control over our govern- 
ment has to do with our debt crisis. The 
connection is that for the last four decades 
there has been an organized movement to 
get Congress to call an Article V conven- 
tion for the purpose of proposing a Bal- 
anced Budget Amendment (BBA), osten- 
sibly to avert a national debt crisis, such 
as national bankruptcy or some other type 
of “economic meltdown.” The proponents 
of this BBA constitutional convention tell 
us that the government is out of control, as 
shown by our steady diet of $500 billion 
or higher federal deficits and the result- 
ing skyrocketing national debt, currently 
around $20 trillion. According to these 
proponents, the solution is to add a Bal- 
anced Budget Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion via an Article V convention. 

However, the federal government is 
not out of control. It is under the control 
of a “close network” of powerful special 
interests, aka establishment elites, whose 
carefully nurtured voting blocs benefit 
from ever-larger, unconstitutional federal 
programs. The problem is not just the huge 
annual federal deficits and the towering na- 


tional debt they contribute to, it is the bloat- 
ed and tyrannical federal government that 
has been created and powered by congres- 
sional approval of myriad special interest- 
sponsored unconstitutional programs. 


Establishment Elites Plot 

to Rewrite the Constitution 

Throughout its 30-year history, this maga- 
zine has led the way in exposing the power- 
ful establishment elites who run this coun- 
try. These elites are found in such leading 
special-interest groupings as Big Business, 
Big Labor, Big News Media, the education 
establishment, foundations, internationalist 
foreign policy organizations, big political 
donors, and the major political parties. An 
excellent example of this magazine’s expo- 
sés is “Council on Foreign Relations,” an 
article that was originally published in the 
August 3, 2009 issue. That article described 
the amazing degree of influence over our 
government exercised by the Council on 
Foreign Relations (CFR), the preeminent 
internationalist foreign policy special-in- 
terest group, as follows: 


Chief among these groups is the 
Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), 
the most visible manifestation of 
what some have called the American 
establishment. Members of the coun- 
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The federal government is not out of Control. It is 


under the control of a “close network” of powerful 


special interests, aka establis 


hment elites, whose 


carefully nurtured voting blocs benefit from ever-larger, 


unconstitutional federal programs. 


cil have dominated the administra- 
tions of every president since Frank- 
lin D. Roosevelt, at the cabinet and 
sub-cabinet level. It does not matter 
whether the president is a Democrat 
or Republican. 


Although the CFR has only about 5,000 
members, a very large number of them 
are leaders of other leading special-inter- 
est groups, serve as public officials, and 
hold leading management and editorial 
positions in the media. This is true to such 
an extent that the CFR membership alone 
could be thought of as “a close network of 
special interests, public officials, and the 
media” that run our country. 

An earlier article in this magazine, “The 
Bicentennial Plot” (February 10, 1986 
issue), exposed the plans of a powerful 


Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) headquarters in New York C 


establishment special-interest group, the 
Committee on the Constitutional System 
(CCS), which was leading the charge to 
“formalize radical changes that have al- 
ready been taking place by rewriting the 
Constitution.” As you would expect, two 
out of the three CCS co-chairs were mem- 
bers of the CFR, and 15 of the 41 members 
of the CCS board of directors were also 
CFR members. 

Since that special-interest establish- 
ment’s attempt to rewrite the Constitu- 
tion in the 1980s fizzled out, there hasn’t 
been another such transparent attempt by 
the establishment to replace the Constitu- 
tion. However, we shouldn’t neglect to 
point out that since the 1970s the lead- 
ing organization promoting the calling of 
an Article V convention for the purpose 
of proposing a Balanced Budget Amend- 
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ity. Although the CFR has only about 


5,000 members, a very large number of them are leaders of other special-interest groups, serve 
as public officials, and hold key positions in the media — so much so that they could be thought 
of as “a close network of special interests, public officials, and the media” that run our country. 
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ment has been the American Legislative 
Exchange Council (ALEC), an establish- 
ment special-interest group that boasts of 
having nearly one-fourth of our nation’s 
state legislators, as well as nearly 300 cor- 
porations (including many multinational 
corporations) and private foundations, as 
members. ALEC is on record on its web- 
site as officially supporting congressional 
approval of the Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(TPP) and the Transatlantic Trade and In- 
vestment Partnership (TTIP), two signa- 
ture causes of the establishment elites. For 
more information on this, see “The Not- 
so-smart ALEC” in the May 5, 2014 issue 
of this magazine. 

Although the establishment’s finger- 
prints are otherwise hard to find on today’s 
leading initiatives to bring about an Article 
V convention, there is a somewhat stealthy 
bipartisan movement to bring about such 
a convention, as revealed in “Working To- 
gether to Rewrite the Constitution” in our 
June 9, 2014 issue. 


Republics and Democracies 

To better understand the connection be- 
tween increasing numbers of unconsti- 
tutional programs and an increasingly 
tyrannical federal government, consider 
the distinction between republics and 
democracies. 

On September 17, 1961, Constitution 
Day, Robert Welch (who had founded The 
John Birch Society less than three years 
earlier) gave a speech entitled “Republics 
and Democracies” to a patriotic Chicago- 
based organization, “We the People.” This 
speech went on to influence millions of 
Americans to understand that our nation 
is a republic, not a democracy. It is still 
available at TheNewAmerican.com. 

In his speech, Robert Welch demonstrat- 
ed that the United States is a constitutional 
republic characterized by the “rule of law,” 
not a democracy characterized by the “rule 
of men.” And he quoted approvingly from 
James Madison in The Federalist, No. 10 
regarding the nature of a democracy: 


Democracies have ever been spec- 
tacles of turbulence and contention; 
have ever been found incompatible 
with personal security, or the rights 
of property; and have in general been 
as short in their lives as they have 
been violent in their deaths. 
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One’s first reaction to Madison’s assertion 
that democracies are “short in their lives” 
might be to say, “Madison is wrong be- 
cause our nation is a democracy and it has 
lasted for over 200 years.” However, our 
nation is a republic, not a democracy. That’s 
why it has lasted so long. The problem is 
that the more our nation is transformed into 
a democracy, the shorter its life will be. 

And our nation is being transformed 
into a democracy by the ongoing passage 
of unconstitutional programs by Congress. 
After a century or more of congressional 
seizures of powers not granted to it by the 
Constitution (as discussed below), we’ve 
long since reached the point where almost 
the only consideration taken into account 
by congressmen voting for a bill is wheth- 
er a majority of their constituents will ap- 
prove. Very few congressmen vote for a 
bill based on whether it is constitutional. 
As Representative “Pete” Stark (D-Calif.) 
famously opined at a town hall meeting in 
2010, “The federal government ... can do 
most anything in this country.” 

We live in an era of “the tyranny of the 
majority,” which is the basic critique of 
democracies. In a pure democracy, every- 
thing is decided by a simple majority vote 
of the people or their representatives. There 
are no constitutional restraints, such as the 
enumerated powers of Article I, Section 8 
of our Constitution or a Bill of Rights. 

If Congress and the rest of the federal 
government continue on the path of bow- 
ing primarily to majority opinion, usu- 
ally artfully crafted by the special-interest 
elites, and not obeying any constitutional 
limitations on their power, then we will 
lose all remaining constitutional bulwarks 
against tyranny, and finally, lose all secu- 
rity for our God-given rights. 

Robert Welch ended his “Republics and 
Democracies” speech by stating, “This is 
a Republic, not a Democracy. Let’s keep 
it that way!” We need to take this slogan 
to heart and reject the ongoing transforma- 
tion of our constitutional Republic into a 
democracy. 

Therefore, the solution to our nation’s 
twin problems of too much national debt 
and too powerful a federal government 
is to defeat the special interests’ control 
over our government by educating voters 
sufficiently to get a majority of constitu- 
tionalists elected to Congress. This con- 
stitutionalist majority would eliminate or 
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EPA Administrator Michael Leavitt addresses members of ALEC in 2004. Since the 1970s, the 
leading organization promoting a Balanced Budget Amendment Article V convention has been 
the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), an establishment special-interest group that 
also supports the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership (TTIP), two signature causes of the establishment elites. 


gradually phase out all unconstitutional 
programs, thereby balancing the budget, 
reducing taxes, securing our rights, and 
restoring our constitutional Republic and 
the rule of law, not of men. 

So in terms of the above overview of the 
national debt/tyrannical government crisis 
and solution, our main objection to bring- 
ing about a Balanced Budget Amendment 
Article V convention at this time in our na- 
tion’s history is that the “close network of 
special interests, public officials, and the 
media” that runs our country would domi- 
nate such a convention process and would 
most likely end up revising the Constitu- 
tion in their favor. 


History of the National Debt/ 
Tyrannical Government Crisis 

Now let’s take a look at the history of our 
national debt/tyrannical government crisis 
to see how long we’ ve had it, how big it is, 
and what caused it. 

First of all, take a look at the chart in 
Figure la (page 24), which shows our na- 
tional debt from 1792-2020 as measured 
in dollars, uncorrected for inflation and 
the size of our economy. This chart gives 
the false impression that we never had a 
significant national debt in our nation’s 
history until somewhere around 1940, and 
that sometime in the 1980s the national 
debt began to increase exponentially and 


shows no signs of slowing down. This 
false impression is due to not correcting 
the chart for inflation and the size of our 
economy. This is not to say that we don’t 
have a public debt problem. We emphati- 
cally do. It’s just that the history of our 
national debt has been more nuanced than 
what is displayed in Fig. 1a. 

Meanwhile, the Balanced Budget 
Amendment Article V convention move- 
ment got rolling in the 1970s. Proponents 
of such a convention made the argument to 
state legislators in the 1970s, as they have 
ever since, that large annual federal deficits 
and the rapidly growing national debt were 
leading to economic and fiscal disaster. 
They argued that the solution was to add a 
BBA to the Constitution. But since Article 
V of the Constitution provides only two 
ways to propose amendments, either by a 
vote of two-thirds of both houses of Con- 
gress or by a state-initiated constitutional 
convention, and since Congress had still 
not approved a proposed BBA, then we just 
had to get 34 states to apply to Congress to 
call an Article V convention in order to get 
a BBA proposed and ratified. 

It turns out that the dire predictions of 
economic and fiscal crisis have not come 
true — yet. However, the catastrophic situ- 
ation depicted in Fig. la does reflect a truly 
dangerous fiscal situation as revealed in a 
more accurate way in Fig. 1b. In this chart 
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the level of national debt is measured in 
terms of percent of real GDP, which pro- 
vides an automatic correction for inflation 
and the size of our economy. Just as in Fig- 
ure la, the graph in Fig. 1b shows a danger- 
ous buildup in national debt. In contrast to 
Fig. la though, Fig. 1b provides some valu- 
able information about the history of our 
nation’s national debt. Figure 1b shows that 
we’ve had a buildup in national debt many 
times since 1792. Until the 1980s, these in- 
creases in national debt have always been 
associated with wars, such as the War for 
Independence, the War of 1812, the Civil 
War, WWI, and WWII. After each of these 
wars, we’ve paid most of the debt off. 

But since 1980, we’ve had a rapid in- 
crease in the national debt without being 
involved in a full-scale war. Since the in- 
creases in our national debt are basically 


due to our annual federal budget deficits, 
let’s examine what’s been going on with 
federal spending and deficits as revealed 
in Figures lc and 1d. In these two figures, 
spending and deficits are measured as a 
percent of real GDP, again to correct for in- 
flation and the size of our economy. We see 
a familiar pattern in both lc and 1d. There 
are the peaks of spending and deficits cor- 
responding to the major wars we’ ve fought. 

However, there’s also something very 
interesting that is revealed in the pattern 
of federal spending. We see a rapid in- 
crease in federal spending beginning in the 
1930s and continuing into the 1980s. We 
know from American political history that 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt was elected in 
1932 and that he inaugurated many new 
government programs, not authorized by 
the Constitution and known collectively as 


the “New Deal.” Once FDR and Congress 
had opened the floodgates for large-scale 
unconstitutional spending, there was no 
turning back. 

Unconstitutional programs begat more 
and more unconstitutional agencies, de- 
partments, and programs, and this process 
has continued right up to today. We’ll 
verify the unconstitutionality of the vast 
majority of federal spending below when 
we look at the specific spending categories 
for fiscal year 2015. 

One very striking statistic from Fig. 1c 
is that during President Obama’s first term, 
annual federal spending set a new, post- 
WWII record of nearly 25 percent of GDP. 

Now look at Fig. 1d. In the 1930s, the 
increased federal spending led to imme- 
diate increases in federal deficits. Next, 
the massive deficits of the WWII years 


Figure 1: These four charts are based on historical data regarding federal spending, deficits, and national debt. They reveal the rapid increase 
in federal spending between 1930 and the 1980s (see Fig. 1c), which led to the sustained trend of historically high deficits from 1970 to the 
present (see Fig. 1d), which led to the dangerous buildup in the national debt from 1980 to the present (see Fig. 1b), aka the debt crisis. 
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US from FY 1792 to FY 2020 


Fig. 1a. This “doomsday” National Debt 
graph and its verbal equivalent promote 
panic-driven solutions to our debt crisis 
because they are measured in dollars 
uncorrected for inflation. 
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Fig. 1c. This Federal Spending 

graph reveals the rapid increase 
in unconstitutional spending that 
occurred between 1930 and the | 
1980s. 
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National Debt 
US from FY 1792 to FY 2020 


Fig. 1b. This “nuanced” National 
Debt graph (measured in real GDP 
to correct for inflation) shows the 
severity of our debt crisis in the 
context of our nation’s history of 
dealing with debt. 


| 
, Maca 


SEIS 


. 2 


i 
alae 
coe | 


Federal Deficits 
US from FY 1792 to FY 2020 


Fig. 1d. This Federal Deficits 
graph reveals the pattern of 
consistently high and upward- 
trending federal deficits from 
1970 to the present that produced 
our debt crisis. 
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masked any deficits that were caused by 
increases in non-war spending. But within 
a few years after WWIL, a pattern of seem- 
ingly modest deficits developed. Then, in 
the 1970s, these deficits began to increase 
toward five percent of GDP and remained 
at or near the five-percent level until the 
late 1990s when federal deficits were 
eliminated for a few years in the wake of 
the Republican Revolution of 1994. Under 
George W. Bush the deficits returned, but 
it was during the Obama years that some 
of the deficits set anew post-WWII record 
of nearly 10 percent of GDP. 

So, what’s the point of all of this analy- 
sis of spending, deficits, and debt? It is 
that Congress was authorized with spe- 
cific enumerated powers in Article I, Sec- 
tion 8 of the Constitution; however, in the 
1930s Congress began a lavish spree of 
unconstitutional spending that increased 
rapidly for many decades and continues 
to increase to this day. 


The Unconstitutionality 

of Most Federal Spending 

Now take a look at Figure 2 (above). This 
pie chart shows all federal spending for 
fiscal year 2015, which amounted to $3.8 
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trillion (about 20 percent of GDP). Let’s 
see if our characterization of the rapid in- 
crease in federal spending since the 1930s 
as unconstitutional holds up. 

If you’ll compare the 12 spending cat- 
egories listed for the various pie pieces 
in Fig. 2 with the powers granted to 
Congress in Article I, Section 8, you'll 
find that over 70 percent of current fed- 
eral spending is unconstitutional. About 
the only categories of spending that ap- 
pear to be constitutional are “Military,” 
“Veterans’ Benefits,” and “Interest on 
Debt.” Sure there are some constitutional 
programs buried within the various cat- 
egories, but the vast majority of spending 
within the unconstitutional categories is 
still unconstitutional. 

Even a very brief review of some of the 
various categories of federal spending in 
Fig. 2 reveals the seeds of the destruction 
of our freedoms by a tyrannical federal 
government present in these categories. 

For example, the “International A ffairs” 
category includes our unconstitutional 
foreign aid program and the dues for our 
unconstitutional United Nations member- 
ship. These expenditures are being used 
to help build a global government, which 


Figure 2: This pie chart of Total Federal 
Spending for fiscal 2015 shows the 
percentage breakdown of federal spending 
for 12 categories. A comparison of these 
spending categories with the powers granted 
to Congress in Article |, Section 8 of the 
Constitution reveals that over 70 percent of 
federal spending is unconstitutional. 


would destroy our nation’s independence 
and our personal rights and freedoms. 

The “Education” spending is used by 
the federal government to exert its uncon- 
stitutional control over all levels of educa- 
tion with the goal of producing compliant 
citizens who will vote to support the “close 
network of special interests, public offi- 
cials, and the media” that runs our country. 
Think Common Core. 

The “Food & Agriculture” spending 
hides the surprisingly large unconstitu- 
tional “food stamp” program, which in 
2014 cost $74.1 billion and was used by 
46.5 million Americans. This program de- 
velops and maintains the loyalty of mil- 
lions of voters to the special-interest elites 
on a daily basis. 

Then there’s the huge “mandatory 
spending” categories of “Social Security, 
Unemployment & Labor,” and “Medicare 
& Health,” which constituted fully 60 per- 
cent of federal spending in 2015. Here is 
where we find the spending for the big three 
entitlement programs — Social Security, 
Medicare, and Medicaid. Various econo- 
mists have estimated that the Social Securi- 
ty, Medicare, and Medicaid programs have 
unfunded liabilities of between $100 and 
$200 trillion. This is equal to between five 
and 10 times the size of our annual GDP. 
In short, the promises to pay specific levels 
of future benefits for these unconstitutional 
entitlement programs are simply promises 
that our government can’t keep. 

Also hidden inside the spending shown 
in the Fig. 2 pie chart is about $500 bil- 
lion in unconstitutional federal aid to 
states each year for health, education, 
etc., which amounts to about 30 percent 
on average of each state’s annual bud- 
get. This unconstitutional federal aid is 
passed through by the states to its citizens 
and thereby makes the states complicit 
in the special interests’ rampant uncon- 
stitutional federal spending. This level 
of federal subsidization of state budgets 
severely compromises state sovereignty. 
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BBA Article V onsen Status November 2016 


28 states currently have a 

“live” BBA Article V Convention ; 
application (34 states required / 
to force Congress to call a 
Convention) 


22 states currently don’t 
have a “live” BBA Article V 
Convention application 


L] 


11 states targeted 
by BBA Article V 
Convention 
advocates 


[a] 


Furthermore, consider that the 10th 
Amendment states, “The powers not del- 
egated to the United States by the Consti- 
tution ... are reserved to the States respec- 
tively, or to the people.” When Congress 
illegally seizes the power to “do most 
anything in this country,” then that leaves 
virtually no powers reserved to the states 
to exercise. 

The point of this brief review of the 
unconstitutionality of over 70 percent of 
federal spending in 2015 is to confirm that 
the rapid increase in federal spending that 
occurred between the mid-1930s and 1980, 
and that has continued, albeit at a slower 
pace, right up to today, can be characterized 
as mostly unconstitutional spending. 


BBA Article V Convention Movement 

In 1957, Indiana became the first state 
to apply to Congress to call an Article 
V convention for the purpose of pro- 
posing a Balanced Budget Amendment. 
Although a sprinkling of states applied 
to Congress for such a BBA “consti- 
tutional convention” in the 1960s and 
early 1970s, the movement didn’t re- 
ally take off until sometime in the mid- 
1970s, when the American Legislative 
Exchange Council began promoting a 
“Balanced Federal Budget Petition,” 
which later became known as a “Bal- 
anced Budget Amendment” petition. 
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(See “The New BBA Con-Con Threat to 
the Constitution” in the October 5, 2015 
issue of this magazine for more BBA Ar- 
ticle V convention history.) 

Nowadays most proponents of such a 
convention deny that it can be properly 
called a “constitutional convention” — be- 
cause such a reference warns Americans 
of the potential danger of such a gather- 
ing. However, The John Birch Society and 
many other organizations and activists 
continue to correctly refer to an Article V 
convention as a constitutional convention 
(often abbreviated as Con-Con). The 1979 
fifth edition of the widely used Black's 
Law Dictionary even explicitly refers to 
an Article V Convention as an example of 
a constitutional convention. 

By 1983, 32 of the required 34 states 
had applied to Congress to call a BBA 
Article V convention. This was the high- 
water mark of the BBA constitutional 
convention movement; it has not been 
surpassed up to the present day. The next 
state to apply for such a convention was 
Florida in 2010. 

By the mid-1980s members of The John 
Birch Society and other organizations, 
such as Eagle Forum, were working with 
state legislators to oppose the approval of 
any new Article V convention applications 
and to rescind (cancel) existing applica- 
tions. From 1988 to 2010, 17 states, in- 


cluding Florida, rescinded their previous 
BBA Article V convention applications. 


Current Status of the BBA 

Article V Convention Movement 
Although the numerous Article V conven- 
tion application rescissions during the years 
1988 to 2010 reduced the number of states 
that still had “live” (unrescinded) applica- 
tions for a BBA Article V convention down 
to 17, the momentum shifted again in 2010. 
From 2010 to 2015, eight states that had 
formerly rescinded their applications re- 
applied for a BBA Article V convention. 
Then, Ohio and Michigan made their ini- 
tial BBA convention applications in 2013 
and 2014 respectively, yielding a new total 
of 27 states with “live” applications as of 
September 2015, just seven short of the re- 
quired 34 states. 

Then, in 2016 two more states, Oklaho- 
ma and West Virginia, applied for a BBA 
Article V convention to be called; howev- 
er, Delaware rescinded its existing “live” 
application for a BBA Article V conven- 
tion. So, the BBA convention proponents 
gained a net of one state this year for a 
total of 28. That leaves them six short of 
the required 34 states for forcing Congress 
to call a convention. 

Now look at the “BBA Article V Con- 
vention Status November 2016” map 
(above) and see what your state’s status is. 
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The John Birch Society is recommending 
that those readers living in a green state 
(no “live” BBA Article V convention ap- 
plication) work with others and your state 
legislators to stop the approval of any 
BBA Article V convention application in 
your legislature. 

If your state is orange, your state already 
has an existing “live” BBA Article V con- 
vention application. The John Birch Soci- 
ety is recommending that you work with 
others and your state legislators to get a res- 
olution introduced and approved to rescind 
all existing Article V convention calls, 
especially of the BBA variety. Remember 
that for every additional state that rescinds 
its BBA convention call, the BBA conven- 
tion movement is one state further away 
from its goal of 34. For further information 
about how to rescind Article V convention 
applications, see “Save the Constitution by 
Rescinding Article V Convention Applica- 
tions” in the January 25, 2016 issue. 

See the sidebar “Why a BBA Article V 


Convention Is Not a Wise Idea,” at the end 
of this article for a summary of the reasons 
for opposing a BBA Article V convention. 


This Is a Republic, Not a Democracy! 
The point is that our problem with the 
federal government is not just due to defi- 
cit spending, and the federal government 
is not simply out of control. Our prob- 
lem with the federal government is that 
Congress has seized (usurped) powers 
not granted to it by the Constitution, and 
special interests have taken control of the 
federal government by taking advantage 
of these usurped powers to reward their 
carefully cultivated constituencies. 

Our Republic is being converted into a 
democracy by the establishment’s delib- 
erate flouting of the Constitution, along 
with its cultivation of voting blocs that are 
electing congressmen who are moving our 
nation toward a “tyranny of the majority.” 
Even though our nation was founded on 
the principle in the Declaration of Inde- 


pendence that “governments are instituted 
among men” to “secure” our God-given 
rights, a “tyranny of the majority” would 
eventually strip our nation of all our rights. 

Therefore, the solution to our twin prob- 
lems of too high a national debt and too 
powerful a federal government is not to 
add a BBA to the Constitution, but rather 
to support grassroots efforts by indepen- 
dent, private organizations to create a 
constitutionally informed electorate that 
would nominate and elect a majority of 
constitutionalists to Congress and state 
legislatures. We the People are the last 
resort for enforcing the Constitution and 
thereby securing our rights. We must not 
enable the powerful special-interest estab- 
lishment to revise our Constitution in their 
favor via an Article V convention process 
at this time in our history. 

The Constitution must be preserved as 
a rallying point for freedom-loving Ameri- 
cans. This is a republic, not a democracy. 
Let’s keep it that way! Mi 


Why a BBA Article V Convention Is Not a Wise Idea 


¢ The national debt is not the real problem. The real problem is how “a close network of special interests, public officials, 
and the media” control the federal government based on their ability to build voting blocs that benefit from the unconsti- 
tutional federal programs that they initiate. The fiscally dangerous size of the national debt is a measure of just how effec- 
tive the special interests are in getting their deficit-spending programs funded. The solution to the debt crisis is to create a 
constitutionally informed electorate and pay the national debt off by phasing out unconstitutional spending. 


¢ A runaway convention could rewrite the Constitution. An Article V convention has the inherent power to extensively 
revise or completely rewrite the Constitution based on the precedent of the Constitutional Convention of 1787 and on 
the right of the people to alter or abolish their form of government (including the ratification procedure) as stated in the 


Declaration of Independence. 


¢ An Article V Convention would play into the hands of the special interests. The “close network of special interests, 
public officials, and the media” that control our nation would lead an Article V convention process to revise the Constitu- 
tion to favor the special interests, and would also massively influence the ratification process to favor the special interests. 


e Virtually all BBA proposals include loopholes, such as national emergency exceptions and supermajority exceptions, 
that would enable Congress to continue approving deficit spending, even if a BBA were to be added to the Constitution. 


¢ A BBA would legitimize unconstitutional spending by shifting the focus away from whether a certain bill is unconstitu- 
tional and toward whether the bill would fit within a balanced budget. The BBA Article V convention movement has never 
been about restoring the spending limitations contained in Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 


e A BBA would further transform our Republic into a democracy by making the main criterion for approving a proposed 
bill the degree of popular support that bill has for including it in a balanced budget, as opposed to its constitutionality. A 
constitutional republic is characterized by the rule of law, while a democracy is characterized by the rule of men and leads 


to a tyranny of the majority. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


MORE THAN OK ON OKLAHOMA 


This history text about the people and events of Oklahoma’s past is a lively, politically 
incorrect, and accurate telling — covering killing, corruption, and “causes.” 


QRLAHOMANS 


The Story of Oklahoma and Its Peopl: 


Volume One: Ancient-Statchood 


JOHN J. DWYER 


MRaAT! 


by Steve Byas 


The Oklahomans: The Story of Oklaho- 
ma and Its People, Volume I: Ancient- 
Statehood, by John J. Dwyer, Norman, 
Oklahoma: Red River, 2016, 324 pages, 


hardcover. 
P ing and diverse history than does 
Oklahoma, and John Dwyer has 
expertly conveyed this fact in the first 
volume of an envisioned two-volume 
work on the “Sooner State.” To be blunt, 
in the past many authors of survey histo- 
ries of the state have produced books on 
Oklahoma history that are about as dry 
as the dust from the multiple cattle drives 
that crossed the state in the last part of 
the 19th century. These writers have at 
times appeared almost disinterested in 
their subject, and have presented the ma- 
terial in an almost condescending, even 
apologetic manner. 
You don’t get that from Dwyer. Instead, 


erhaps no state has a more interest- 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


one can quickly discern that he is devoted 
to his home state. At the same time, the 
book does not avoid those parts of Okla- 
homa’s checkered history that are a vivid 
testimony to the flawed nature of human 
beings. Instead, he tackles such topics in 
a way that provides the perspective that is 
usually missing from other treatments of 
difficult topics, such as segregation, the 
Indian removals, corruption in govern- 
ment, and private-sector injustices. 

The book is clearly written from a 
Judeo-Christian worldview, but not so 
much so that other perspectives are ig- 
nored or disrespected. And the book like- 
wise is kind to the concepts of limited 
government, free enterprise, and respect 
for private property. 

In that regard, Dwyer takes the time 
to explain the Indian system of land 
ownership because that subject has been 
misrepresented by other “historians.” 
Often when one reads of how the Na- 
tive Americans viewed land ownership, a 
reader could believe that the indigenous 
peoples of North America were to the po- 
litical left of Karl Marx. 

Drawing upon the depiction of the In- 
dian concept of private property by Clara 
Nash and Erma Taylor in their history 
of Bryan County, Dwyer’s book demon- 
strates this was not accurate. “The Choc- 
taw [Indian] domain was held in com- 
mon. Any citizen of the nation had the 
right to make his home anywhere in the 
country. He could fence the surrounding 
land for fields and pastures,” as long as 
the fence was no further away “than ‘a 
hog-call’ (about % mile).” 

But as Nash and Taylor further ex- 
plain, “They could not trespass on the al- 
ready-fenced lands of another Choctaw. 
Any citizen could sell his improvements 
such as houses, barns, and fences, but 
could not sell the land. If he abandoned 
the farm for a period fixed by law, usu- 
ally three years, it reverted to the public 
domain.” 

And considering that modern Ameri- 


cans are said to “own” their land, but they 
must continue to pay the property taxes in 
order to continue to “own” it, Nash and 
Taylor’s conclusion is instructive: “They 
paid no land taxes since they didn’t own 
the land.” 

Hardly an example of “communism,” 
as the Indians’ system is so often falsely 
portrayed. 

In The Oklahomans, the reader will be 
treated to the exciting story of the begin- 
nings of the Oklahoma oil industry, which 
is presented as something positive, not as 
some sort of negative, as far too many 
writers picture the oil business today. 

While one is reading Dwyer’s work, 
the reader may forget that he is reading 
a “history book,” because it is written 
with the powerful words of an accom- 
plished novelist. (Dwyer has also written 
fiction.) Unlike some writers, however, 
he does not believe in taking “artistic li- 
cense” with the facts in order to create 
a more engaging story. For example, in 
his account of the great Comanche chief 
Quanah Parker, this historical charac- 
ter emerges as a real, three-dimensional 
human being, rather than an actor in 
a morality play, as is so often done for 
modern readers. 

“Quanah well illustrates the vast trans- 
formation from old Oklahoma to new, 
even as both he and the state retained so 
much of their essential strength and so 
many of their distinctives,” Dwyer wrote. 
“He was born into the most fearsome war- 
rior tribe ever to rumble across the earth. 
The Comanches stopped the Spanish, the 
French, the Mexicans, the Apaches and 
numerous other tribes — and for a long 
time the Americans — from conquering 
the Southwest. His father was a legend- 
ary war chief and his mother was an even 
more famous white woman.” 

Dwyer does not gloss over the violent 
nature of Parker. “Through his mid-twen- 
ties, he himself killed numerous white 
and possibly black Americans, other Na- 
tives, and Mexicans, and participated in 
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The tragic story of the forced migration of the Indian 
tribes of the southeastern United States to Oklahoma 
is told with such feeling that one can almost see the 
tears shed by the Five Civilized Tribes as they leave 
behind their ancestral homelands. 


or led countless raids and slaughters that 
involved robbery, rape, torture, and mur- 
der. The Comanches’ victims included 
women, children, and even babies.” 

But Dwyer’s Quanah Parker story does 
not end there. He continues the fascinat- 
ing story of this feared Comanche chief 
as he develops friendships with noted 
Americans, such as President Theodore 
Roosevelt and the cattle drive entrepre- 
neur Charles Goodnight, and eventually 
embraced the Christian religion, regular- 
ly attending Mennonite church services. 
One of Parker’s sons, White Parker, be- 
came well known in the Lawton, Okla- 
homa, area, as a “stalwart Methodist 
minister.” 

Concluding with statehood, Dwyer 
mentions the strong influence of Christi- 
anity in the state at the time, relating the 
story of how Oklahoma Constitutional 
Convention President William H. Murray 
rejected the inclusion of the phrase “The 
Supreme Ruler of the Universe” in the 
Constitution. Instead, Murray insisted 
on the more no-nonsense “Invoking the 
guidance of Almighty God” in the pre- 
lude to the document. 

The tragic story of the forced migra- 
tion of the Indian tribes of the southeast- 
ern United States to Oklahoma is told 
with such feeling that one can almost 
see the tears shed by the Five Civilized 
Tribes as they leave behind their ances- 
tral homelands. The maltreatment of 
the African-Americans in the first state 
legislature, when segregation was imple- 
mented, is likewise well covered. “They 
defined the ‘African’ race in such a man- 
ner that made a mockery of U.S. consti- 
tutional law regarding the rights of black 
citizens,” Dwyer wrote. 

Yet Dwyer’s book is no morality play 
that would have blacks and Indians al- 
ways wearing the “good guy” white hats, 
and persons of white European ancestry 
usually wearing the “bad guy” black hats. 
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The achievements of all the peoples of 
Oklahoma are well documented, along 
with the inevitable flaws of individuals 
within all ethnic groups. 

I specifically found Dwyer’s analysis 
of the progressive political philosophy 
of great value. Oklahoma’s state Consti- 
tution was adopted in the heyday of the 
progressive era of American politics, and 
its influence is manifestly present in its 
provisions. Dwyer wrote, “Progressiv- 
ism served as the vehicle by which the 
classical or economic liberalism of the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries gave 
way to the modern liberalism of govern- 
ment intervention to achieve individual 
freedoms and opportunities.” 

This movement has cursed America 
ever since, however, as Dwyer explained. 
“In the early 1900s, those pursuing pro- 
gressive ideas sought through expanded 
governmental power — especially on the 
national level, but in Oklahoma as well 
— to correct the ills of a fast-growing 


nation.” Not content with acting on this 
belief that government power could im- 
prove society, these progressives “took 
aim at correcting the ills of other nations 
as well, as Presidents like Roosevelt, Wil- 
liam McKinley, and Woodrow Wilson 
launched the U.S. into the global impe- 
rialist sweepstakes long pursued by the 
European powers.” 

John Dwyer tells the exciting story 
of Oklahoma — from the beginnings of 
Oklahoma’s recorded history until the 
creation of Oklahoma as the nation’s 46th 
state on November 16, 1907 — in a way 
that will keep the reader engrossed from 
beginning to end. 

It is also a book full of color graph- 
ics that will appeal to the eye. As for- 
mer Oklahoma Governor Frank Keating 
said of Dwyer’s work, “The reader will 
be pleased to find early in his read and 
throughout the book an incredible trove 
of maps and drawings and visuals of all 
kinds, vivid and colorful, to explain what 
the author is saying.” 

This book should whet the appetite of 
the reader in anticipation of the second 
volume, which will no doubt inform and 
entertain with the stories of the intrigue 
of Oklahoma politics in which two Okla- 
homa governors were impeached and re- 
moved by the Oklahoma Legislature; the 
emergence of the Oklahoma oil industry 
as it provided a booming economy for the 
state, along with the great oil boom and 
bust of the 1980s; the greatest ecological 
disaster of the 20th century — the Dust 
Bowl — that drove hundreds of thou- 
sands of Oklahomans westward to Cali- 
fornia and Arizona in search of survival; 
and the worst race riot in American his- 
tory, which took place in Tulsa in 1921. 

This book, as with Dwyer’s other 
books, including treatments of Robert E. 
Lee and Stonewall Jackson, his War Be- 
tween the States: America’s Uncivil War, 
and novels, will no doubt give the reader 
hours of entertainment, but it will also 
leave the reader more informed about 
Oklahoma’s colorful state history. 

But for now, we will have to be content 
with volume one. Even those who are not 
connected with Oklahoma in any way 
will find this a book they enjoy reading. 

(This book is scheduled for release in No- 
vember 16, Oklahoma’s “Statehood Day.” 
To order, go to www.johndwyer.com.) Hl 
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Teachers Making 
a Difference 


For many educators, teaching is more than 
just a career. It is a calling that allows them 
to have a special impact on the lives of 
impressionable young people. The follow- 
ing are prime examples of those educators. 

¢ Special education teacher Kinsey 
French found a way to make her students 
feel special by including them in a major 
life event: her wedding. 

French works at Christian Academy’s 
Rock Creek Campus in Louisville, Ken- 
tucky, and loves her students, all of 
whom have Down syndrome, as if they 
were her family. For that reason, she 
wanted them to be involved in the most 
important day of her life. “They were 
like family to me. They were my first 
class and they’ve been my only class and 
so I knew I couldn’t have a special day 
without them,” French said. 

The students loved participating in 
French’s wedding, which took place in 
September, and told WLKY News that 
dancing was their favorite part of the day. 

¢ Preschool teacher Beth Battista of 
Madison, Wisconsin, gave one of her stu- 
dents the greatest gift of all: the gift of life. 

Battista’s student Lyla Carreyn was di- 
agnosed with a rare autoimmune disorder 
last year, which requires her to be on di- 
alysis for 12 hours per day. 

Carreyn needed a kidney, and Battista 
decided to get tested to find out if she was 
a match. After learning that she was, Bat- 
tista, a mother of two, discussed with her 
husband the possibility of donating her 
kidney to Carreyn. Her husband reported- 
ly gave her his blessing, and Battista met 
with Carreyn’s mother, Dena, in Septem- 
ber to deliver the wonderful news. 

For Dena, it’s a conversation she will 
never forget. “Looking back on it now, 
the whole thing is surreal,” Carreyn told 
Today.com. “It took a minute to sink 
in, and once it did, I was just so over- 
whelmed. I felt very similar to the day 
when my daughter was born because it 
was that sense of elation and being so ex- 
cited and relieved.” 

The surgery is scheduled to take place 
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in February 2017 at the University of Wis- 
consin Hospital. 

¢ In Steamboat Springs, Colorado, a 
similar story of amazing generosity took 
place. Retired teacher Tracy Bye, 53, do- 
nated a kidney to a former Soda Creek EI- 
ementary School student, Henry Howard, 
29, after discovering she was a match. 

Howard was not Bye’s student, but 
she got to know him through his time on 
the student council. She eventually got 
to know his mother and sister after they 
became teachers at Steamboat Middle 
School, where Bye retired. 

In 2015, Bye learned that Howard was 
diagnosed with chronic kidney disease and 
was in need of a kidney. She underwent 
testing at the University Hospital in Den- 
ver, where she learned she was a match. 
Without hesitation, she went through with 
the surgery and donated her kidney. 

The kidney transplant took place on 
September | and was a success. 


Unlikely 

Driving Companion 

Ohio State Highway Patrol Sergeant 
David Robinson went above and beyond 
the call of duty for Mark Ross of Indiana, 
who desperately needed a ride to Detroit to 
attend his teenage sister’s funeral. 

Ross learned that his sister had died in 
a car crash on September 25 and asked a 
friend to drive him from Indiana to De- 
troit so that he could be with his family. 
His friend agreed and the two sped on the 
highway in an effort to get to Detroit faster. 
Unfortunately, their speeding caused Ser- 
geant Robinson to pull them over. The of- 
ficer found out the driver had a suspended 
license, prompting him to place him under 
arrest and have the vehicle towed. 

Ross was distraught because he needed 
to get to Detroit, but his friend was no 
longer available to help. 

In a Facebook post, Ross recalled, “I 
explained to the officer that my sister had 
died and that I needed to get to my mother 
ASAP. I broke down crying, and he saw the 
sincerity in my cry. He reaches over and 
began praying over me and my family.” 
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Sergeant Robinson then offered to drive 
Ross the 100 miles to Detroit. InsideEdi- 
tion.com reported that Robinson dropped 
Ross off at a Detroit coffee shop, where he 
was retrieved by his family. 

Robinson’s kindness changed the way 
Ross views police officers. On Facebook, 
Ross wrote, “Everybody knows how much 
I dislike cops, but I am truly grateful for 
this guy. He gave me hope.” 

Ross’s family was so moved by Rob- 
inson’s actions that they invited him to 
attend the young girl’s funeral, and he 
accepted. 


Final Performance 


Choir students at Alvin Junior High 
School in Alvin, Texas, gave their dying 
teacher one final, memorable performance 
before she took her last breath. 

Choir teacher Mariana Walker was 
diagnosed with cancer and was under 
hospice care at her home, reported 
the Miami Herald, when her students 
paid her a visit to sing her a song 
called “Oceans” by the Christian group 
Hillsong. 

“They had this beautiful song to sing for 
her,” said Laura Sammons, Walker’s best 
friend who was present during the memo- 
rable visit. “We opened the doors and just 
let the sound float in there.” 

Minutes after their performance ended, 
Walker died. 

“She was a very special teacher to 
us,” student Holly Darnell told KVUE. 
“We wanted our last words for her to be 
special.” 

Another student, Lauren Collins, ex- 
plained the impact Walker had on her. 
“She was the person I could go to if I was 
having a bad day,” said Collins. “She’d let 
me sit with her and we would be able to 
just sit there and talk.” 

Several students captured videos of 
the performance and shared them online. 
Many have been watched thousands of 
times. 

KVUE reported that a memorial 
scholarship has been created in Walker’s 
name. 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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When a group of influential communists in Hollywood 
refused to testify in Congress about their efforts to 
communize America, they were lauded by leftists. 


by Steve Byas 


T= high-school American history 
textbook The Americans, in its cov- 
erage of the communist infiltration 
of the American motion-picture industry 
in the 1930s and 1940s, had this to say 
about the House Committee on Un-Amer- 
ican Activities (HCUA)’s investigation 
of that influence: “Hollywood did have a 
substantial number of Communists, for- 
mer Communists, and socialists.” 

But the textbook soft-pedaled the seri- 
ousness of it all. “Since the Soviet Union 
had been a U.S. ally during World War II, 
Hollywood studios had produced pro-So- 
viet films. After 1945, when this wartime 
alliance cooled, some argued that such 
films proved that subversives were spread- 
ing Soviet propaganda.” 

When HCUA issued subpoenas to some 
of those suspected of planting pro-Soviet 
propaganda into American movies, the 
textbook claims that these men, “known as 
the Hollywood Ten, decided not to coop- 
erate.” Why did they refuse to cooperate? 
According to The Americans narrative, it 
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was “because they believed that the hear- 
ings were unconstitutional.” 

This resulted in prison terms (for refus- 
ing to testify to a congressional commit- 
tee) and the creation of a “blacklist,” or 
“a list of people whom they in effect con- 
demned for allegedly having a Communist 
background,” which resulted in about 500 
actors, writers, producers, and directors 
having their “careers ruined.” 

This is typical of the way the history of 
communists in Hollywood is presented. 
They were only “alleged” to have been 
communists, and the only “pro-Soviet” 
films produced were made during World 
War II when Joe Stalin was our supposed 
noble ally. And after all, they did not co- 
operate, because, you know, communists 
so highly revere the Constitution of the 
United States. 

And the motion-picture industry itself 
continues to perpetuate this mythical ver- 
sion of freedom-loving communists as 
patriotic Americans, dedicated to civil 
liberties for all. In 1997, upon the 50th 
anniversary of the HCUA hearings, Billy 
Crystal and Kevin Spacey were featured in 
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Seven Hollywood figures arrive at federal 
court in D.C. in 1950: They were there to face 
charges of contempt of Congress for having 
refused to testify before the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities. From left to right 
are Samuel Ornitz, Ring Lardner, Albert Maltz, 
Alvah Bessie, Lester Cole, Herbert Biberman, 
and Edward Dmytryk. 


a defense of the Hollywood Ten at the Mo- 
tion Picture Academy’s theater, entitled 
“Hollywood Remembers the Blacklist.” 
Actress Marsha Hunt recalled that Amer- 
ica was “no longer the land of the free” 
during the time of the Blacklist. 
Academia regularly pictures the Holly- 
wood Ten as heroes. In 2015, the University 
of Southern California even erected a sculp- 
ture garden picturing them as victims of the 
hysteria unleashed during the Cold War. 
Media also assumes that the “good 
guys” in this whole episode were the 
communists and their fellow travelers. 
When famed director Elia Kazan (perhaps 
known best for his film On the Waterfront) 
died in 2003, the Philadelphia Inquirer 
opined that his reputation was “tarnished 
by his betrayals.” Kazan had left the Com- 
munist Party, and attempted to mitigate its 
influence in Hollywood. Yet, the Inquirer 
compared him to German director Leni 
Riefenstahl, who it said had glorified “the 
perverted ideals of Naziism.” It was Rief- 
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Media also assumes that the “good guys” in this whole episode were 
the communists and their fellow travelers. 


enstahl who masterminded the historic 
film Triumph of the Will, which while it 
is considered a great artistic achievement, 
was a paean of praise to the National So- 
cialist movement of Adolf Hitler. 

In recent years, Hollywood has pro- 
duced multiple films with the general 
theme that the Hollywood Ten were not 
communists, or alternatively, even if they 
were, they were fighting for the Consti- 
tution and liberty, and were victims of 
a “Red Scare” perpetrated by Ameri- 
cans who were sympathetic to fascism, 
if not actual fascists. Among the many 
films that promote some version of this 
thesis include The Majestic, Guilty by 
Suspicion, The Front, Marathon Man, 
The House on Carroll Street, Out of the 
Hollywood Ten, Fellow Traveler, and The 
Way We Were. 

In the 1973 movie The Way We Were, 
the character played by Barbra Streisand 
is a Young Communist League member, 
heckled in college by some non-commu- 
nist students, including a character played 
by Robert Redford. Of course, when the 
two wind up in Hollywood, the Redford 
character is a successful screenwriter, but 
his communist wife, played by Streisand, 
becomes a victim of the hysteria against 


communists. Eventually, Redford’s char- 
acter comes to realize that Streisand’s 
character is the heroic person he wishes 
he could have been, had he not been so 
caught up in greedily making money. 

Perhaps the most absurd myth about the 
entire Hollywood Blacklist is the associa- 
tion of Senator Joseph McCarthy (R-Wis.) 
with it. The way it is usually cast is that 
McCarthy, from his position as chairman 
of the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, created the Hollywood Black- 
list. First of all, since McCarthy was a 
U.S. senator, it should be obvious to a 
moderately educated person that he was 
not going to be a member of any commit- 
tee in the House of Representatives, much 
less its chairman. McCarthy took no role 
in ferreting out communists in motion 
pictures, or any other private industry, but 
was rather concerned about Soviet spies 
inside the U.S. government. 

But regardless of these myths about 
McCarthy, there are some legitimate ques- 
tions about the issue of communist infil- 
tration of the movie industry, such as why 
it matters, how it happened, and what was 
the true story about the Blacklist. 

And why would communists be so in- 
terested in the content of motion pictures? 


The right “Left” words: Paul Jarrico testified before the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities. Jarrico was a prominent screenwriter who was among those placed on the “Hollywood 
Blacklist” by studio management, and not hired because of his association with the Communist Party. 
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Why Communists Valued Movies 
Writing in the communist newspaper The 
Daily Worker in 1925, Will Muezenberg 
explained the importance of the silver 
screen to advancing the goal of a com- 
munist world. Muezenberg was an agent 
of the Comintern, created to spread com- 
munist ideology and promote Soviet inter- 
ests around the world. Writing about the 
motion-picture industry, Muezenberg said, 
“One of the most pressing tasks confronting 
the Communist Party in the field of propa- 
ganda is the conquest of this supremely im- 
portant propaganda unit, until now the mo- 
nopoly of the ruling class. We must wrest it 
from them and turn it against them.” 

Vladimir Lenin himself, the dictator of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(USSR), said “the motion picture” was 
the most important art form for spreading 
communism to other countries. And his 
successor, the murderous dictator Joseph 
Stalin, is reported to have predicted he 
could convert the whole world to com- 
munism if he were given control of the 
American movie industry. 

In 1935, the cultural commissioner of 
the Communist Party USA (CPUSA), V.J. 
Jerome, planted a branch of the party in 
Hollywood, and went to work to use the 
industry to advance the cause. The CPUSA 
was a totally controlled subsidiary of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, but 
Hollywood Reds used a variety of “front 
groups,” often in alliance with socialists 
and New Deal liberals. Some were fellow 
travelers who differed from card-carrying 
members of the Communist Party mainly 
by not actually paying dues, while others 
were what Lenin termed “useful idiots.” 
Within three years of its founding, the 
Hollywood party had 300 members. 

Benjamin Gitlow, who was the candidate 
of the Communist Party for vice president 
of the United States in 1924 and 1928, later 
confirmed in his 1940 book, J Confess, the 
slavish devotion of the CPUSA to the So- 
viet Union: “We were volunteer members 
of a militarized colonial service, pledged 
to carry out the decisions of our supreme 
tulers resident at Moscow.” 

Why did communism influence so many 
in the motion-picture world? Perhaps the 
example of Joseph Losey offers some ex- 
planation. Losey’s efforts as a director in 
the early 1930s were largely failures. Seek- 
ing some meaning to his life, he traveled to 
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the Soviet Union and was “terribly disil- 
lusioned” at first. “I couldn’t see any evi- 
dence of anything much working,” Losey 
said, contradicting Lincoln Steffens’ infa- 
mous 1919 comment about his own trip to 
the Soviet Union, when Steffens opined, “I 
have been over to the future and it works.” 

Losey, on the other hand, said, “I saw 
extreme poverty, dirt and discomfort.” 

But the Soviet government sponsored 
both theater and film, and those profes- 
sionals such as Losey were honored by the 
communist regime. Losey asked Politburo 
member Otto Kussinen if he could stay in 
the Soviet Union, and work in “lumber- 
ing” for the Soviets. Kussinen demurred, 
instead encouraging Losey to return to 
America and put his theater skills to work 
for the communist cause in the growing 
American movie industry, which he did. 

The Great Depression and its down- 
ward pressure on wages naturally pro- 
vided a fertile recruiting ground for the 
party. Back-lot workers and stage hands, 
no doubt happy to have any job at all as the 
Depression brought business failures and 
exceptionally high unemployment rates to 
the country, proved more difficult to enlist 
than the writers and the actors. John How- 
ard Lawson, a left-wing playwright from 
New York, came to Hollywood, where 
he was elected the first president of the 
Screen Writers Guild. 

Lester Cole was a young radical in 1926 
when he heard Lawson speak at a meeting 
protesting the arrest of two radicals, Nic- 
colo Sacco and Bartholomew Vanzetti, for 
robbery and murder. Their eventual execu- 
tion became an important cause of leftists 
around the world, who insisted they were 
executed not for robbery and murder, but 
for being radicals. Cole later joined with 
Lawson in the formation of the Screen 
Writers Guild. As writers, actors, and others 
in the motion-picture industry struggled to 
“make it,” they could expect help along the 
way from fellow Communist Party mem- 
bers in obtaining acting roles, screenwriting 
opportunities, and other jobs in Hollywood. 

Once these Reds moved into such key 
positions, communist ideology could be 
subtly inserted into screenplays. Max Sil- 
ver explained to the HCUA in 1951 how 
it worked. Rather than attempting to make 
the entire screenplay an advocacy for 
Marxist-Leninist philosophy, “ordinary 
John and Mary” movies were made trans- 
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Temporary left turn: Benjamin Gitlow (left) once led the American Communist Party, and is 
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shown here with Joseph Zack Kornfedder. The two became strong ex-communists and anti- 
communists who participated in anti-communist programs for the American Legion. 


mission belts for the cause. According to 
Kenneth Billingsley, in his book Holly- 
wood Party, “Paul Jarrico bragged that the 
Party smuggled its ideology into all sorts 
of movies.” In the movie Jom, Dick, and 
Harry, Burgess Meredith was given the 
line to say, “I don’t believe in every man 
for himself. I get lonesome.” Some of the 
screenwriters learned these methods in the 
Communist Party Writers’ Clinic. Another 
important role played by wealthier Holly- 
wood actors, directors, and writers was in 
providing funds for communist efforts, 
including front groups. One party mem- 
ber, Maurice Rapf, provided the use of his 
family’s beach house and pool in Malibu 
for recruiting parties. 

By 1935, communist tactics shifted 
from accusing some on the Left, such as 
President Franklin Roosevelt, of being 
fascists, to making common cause with 
others on the Left in what were called 
“Popular Front” movements. In this way, 
many progressives began to support com- 
munist goals, not realizing they were 
“useful idiots,” to use Lenin’s term. In 
this vein, the party established a Popu- 
lar Front group known as the Hollywood 
Anti-Nazi League, which was the creation 
of Otto Katz, a Comintern agent. Studio 
owners, many of them Jewish, supported 
the league, even renting them offices. Jack 
Warner of Warner Brothers said, “Hitler 
was the enemy.” The league swelled to a 


membership of about 5,000. Actor Melvyn 
Douglas joined the Anti-Nazi League, 
along with his wife, Helen Gahagan Doug- 
las, an actress herself. He explained that it 
was “the only organization in California 
that was speaking out against Hitler.” 

Douglas was among those who created 
the Motion Picture Democratic Commit- 
tee (MPDC), originally to support Dem- 
ocratic Party candidates in California. 
Later, Communist Party member Dashiell 
Hammett became president of the MPDC, 
and the communists eventually came to 
dominate the group. 

During this heady time, communists 
went to the defense of the communist- 
supported Spanish government against the 
forces of Francisco Franco. Defense of the 
communist side of the Spanish Civil War 
became an important Popular Front cause. 
The movie The Spanish Earth was even 
premiered at the White House for Presi- 
dent Roosevelt and 30 guests. Roosevelt 
told director Joris Ivens (who was a com- 
munist) that he appreciated the film’s 
“values.” Ivens said the movie portrayed 
taking land away from large landlords and 
giving it back to the Spanish people. 

The Communist Party garnered much 
mileage out of its opposition to Hitler, but 
then in 1939, Stalin inked a non-aggression 
pact with the German dictator, and agreed to 
divide Poland between them. The day after 
the pact was announced, Earl Browder, the 
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According to Kenneth Billingsley, in his book Hollywood Party, 
“Paul Jarrico bragged that the [Communist] Party smuggled its 


ideology into all sorts of movies.” 


American chief of the party, defended the 
agreement, arguing the pact was a “won- 
derful contribution to peace and a victory 
for the enemies of fascism.” 

Almost overnight, the American Com- 
munist Party became non-intervention- 
ist, even announcing its support for the 
America First Committee, in an effort to 
keep America out of any war in Europe. 
Screenwriter Millard Lampell joined with 
Pete Seeger, Burl Ives, and Woody Guthrie 
in the communist folk-singing group The 
Almanac Singers in singing such lyrics as, 
“T hate war, and so does Eleanor, and we 
won't be safe till everybody’s dead.” 

This non-interventionist mood was short- 
lived, however, and after Hitler launched his 
invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 
1941, the party cried out for American in- 
tervention. Communist screenwriter and ac- 
tress Lillian Hellman was emphatic: “The 
Motherland has been attacked!” 


Hollywood 
Promotes the Soviet Union 
Hollywood’s communists used the cover 
of American entrance into the war to pro- 
mote the supposed glories of the Soviet 
Union. The top communist in Hollywood, 
John Howard Lawson, wrote the script for 
Action in the North Atlantic starring Hum- 
phrey Bogart. Ronald Radosh describes 
the last part of the film, after German 
U-boats attack an American ship, in his 
book Red Star Over Hollywood: “But at 
the last moment, Soviet planes arrive and 
save the helpless ship and crew from Nazi 
dive bombers.” Lillian Hellman’s North 
Star even depicted a collective farm in 
the Soviet Union, with deliriously happy 
Soviet peasants. There were many more 
films with similar pro-Soviet themes. 
But nothing could top Mission to 
Moscow, produced by Warner Brothers. 
Made in 1943, it was based on the 1941 
book by Joseph Davies, who had been 
U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union 
from 1936 to 1938. Davies was so en- 
amored of Russian communism that he 
even defended Stalin’s purge trials and 
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denied that the Soviet Union had invad- 
ed Finland. The screenplay was written 
by Howard Koch, who may have been a 
party member, but at the very least was a 
well-known “fellow traveler.” 

The tone of the movie was so adula- 
tory of the communist regime that some 
dubbed it Submission to Moscow. 

Soviet spy Alger Hiss brought Holly- 
wood communist Dalton Trumbo to the 
opening of the United Nations in May 
of 1945, where Trumbo ghostwrote the 
speech delivered there by Secretary of 
State Edward Stettinius. Many American 
liberals naively believed that the wartime 
alliance between the United States and the 
USSR. would survive in perpetuity, and 
that the Soviet Union’s desire to turn the 
entire world “red” had ceased. 

As the war in Europe drew to a close, 
however, the Kremlin directed its Ameri- 
can lackeys to return to its previous posi- 
tion that America was the ultimate enemy, 
and that the “class struggle” should be re- 
ignited. This was almost a year before Win- 
ston Churchill declared in Fulton, Missouri, 
that an “iron curtain” had descended over 


Don’t cross them: Once a self-described liberal, Ronald Reagan’s views began to change after 


Eastern Europe, which most historians use 
to mark the launching of the “Cold War.” 

The renewed emphasis on the “class 
struggle” led to an attempt to take over the 
Hollywood unions in 1946. Herb Sorrell, 
the communist leader of the Conference 
of Studio Unions (CSU), called a strike 
at Warner Brothers. Sorrell was a protégé 
of Harry Bridges, the militant boss of the 
International Longshoremen’s and Ware- 
housemen’s Union, who was also a secret 
member of the Communist Party. 

Sorrell brought in some toughs from 
San Francisco in his effort to win control 
of all the unions in Hollywood, and warned 
what would happen if anyone stood in his 
way: “There may be men hurt, there may 
be men killed before this is over.” 

While Sorrell publicly claimed the strike 
was called over worker grievances, it was 
really an effort to make Sorrell the union 
boss for all of the motion-picture busi- 
nesses. As the Communist Party's Peoples 
Daily World put it, “The prize will be the 
complete control of the greatest medium of 
communication in history.” Undoubtedly 
true, as movies can even manipulate the 
facts of history. Once someone has seen an 
historical figure, for example, “say” some- 
thing on the silver screen, it is almost im- 
possible to persuade the movie-goer that 
the real-life person did not say it. Percep- 
tion then becomes reality. 

As Sorrell predicted, the strike turned 


his run-ins with communists during a communist-led strike at Warner Brothers. He was warned 
by an anonymous caller that his face would be destroyed by acid if he persisted in opposing the 
communists in Hollywood. Here he waits to testify before the House Committee on Un-American 


Activities in 1947. 
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Where loyalties lie: Lillian Hellman was a prominent playwright and movie screenwriter. An 
admirer of Joseph Stalin and a Communist Party member, she was distraught after the Germans 
invaded the Soviet Union in 1941, lamenting that the “motherland” had been invaded. 


violent. One studio employee was hospi- 
talized after acid was thrown in his face. 
According to actor Kirk Douglas, thou- 
sands fought in the street with knives, 
clubs, battery cables, brass knuckles, and 
chains. Jack Warner responded by telling 
workers, whether professional or manual 
laborer, to sneak into the studio lot through 
a storm drain from the Los Angeles River. 

One actor refused to sneak in — Ronald 
Reagan. Reagan had already butted heads 
with the communists. While an unabashed 
liberal at the time, Reagan was no commu- 
nist. Yet, the previous year, he had joined 
what was later revealed to be a communist 
front — the Hollywood Independent Citi- 
zens Committee of the Arts, Sciences and 
Professions (HICCASP) at the end of the 
war, and soon wound up on its board. When 
a resolution was introduced to oppose 
communism, one screenwriter opposed it, 
shouting that if it came to a war between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, he 
would volunteer on the Russian side. 

When Reagan rose in support of the res- 
olution, he was denounced as a “fascist” 
and “capitalist scum.” After the group 
voted down another resolution in support 
of the free enterprise system, he resigned 
from the organization. 

Now, he refused to sneak in through a 
storm drain, so Warner Brothers arranged 
for a bus for Reagan and others to use in 
crossing the picket line. He was advised 
to lie down on the floor as they entered 
through the gate of the studio, but Reagan 
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refused to do that, too, riding in sitting 
straight up. He was the only one. 

Reagan also angered Sorrell when the 
Screen Actors Guild (SAG), of which Rea- 
gan was a board member, refused to sup- 
port the strike. While shooting Night Unto 
Night, Reagan was called to the phone. He 
was threatened that if he continued to op- 
pose the CSU strike, they would destroy 
his face with acid. After that, Reagan hired 
guards to watch his children, and began 


carrying a gun. 


Congress Investigates 

Hollywood Reds 

Eventually the CSU strike was broken, but 
the intensity of the struggle turned many in 
Hollywood against the communists who 
were behind it. Also taking note of the vio- 
lence were members of the House Commit- 
tee on Un-American Activities. As the Cold 
War intensified, the role of communists in 
the motion-picture industry became a mat- 
ter of concern to many in Congress. 

With the Soviets installing communist- 
led regimes across eastern Europe, many 
in Congress became concerned about the 
role the motion-picture industry was play- 
ing in support of a hostile foreign power. 
Some evidently hoped to shed some light 
on these activities among the actors, di- 
rectors, and writers of the industry, whose 
first loyalty was to a totalitarian system. 

Using subpoena power, HCUA 
launched its investigation in September 
1947, first with “friendly” witnesses, such 
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as Reagan and Robert Taylor, who testi- 
fied that communists were a major force 
in Hollywood. Gary Cooper said that 
he had “turned down quite a few scripts 
because I thought they were tinged with 
Communistic ideas.” 

Finally, 19 “unfriendly” witnesses were 
called, all of whom were either members of 
the Communist Party, or fellow travelers. 
The list included Herbert Biberman, Lewis 
Milestone, Robert Rossen, Dalton Trumbo, 
Adrian Scott, Waldo Salt, Samuel Ornitz, 
Albert Maltz, John Howard Lawson, Gor- 
don Kahn, Howard Koch, Richard Collins, 
Bertolt Brecht, Lester Cole, Larry Parks, 
Irving Pichel, Eward Dmytryk, Alvah Bes- 
sie, and Ring Lardner, Jr. The committee 
eventually heard from only 10 of them, 
thus the name, “the Hollywood Ten.” 

Despite there being nothing illegal about 
being a member of the Communist Party, it 
was party doctrine at the time for member- 
ship to be kept secret. Trumbo and Lardner 
insisted that if they answered any of the 
committee’s questions, it would imply le- 
gitimacy to the proceedings. They decided 
they would plead the Fifth Amendment and 
argue that the committee was violating their 
freedom of speech by even asking about 
their political affiliations. 

The witnesses immediately took a com- 
bative tone, with the Hollywood party chief, 
John Howard Lawson, leading off. Lawson 
submitted a written statement that accused 
the committee of getting information from 
“Gestapo agents.” In his statement, Lawson 
said that he believed in “the free exchange 
of ideas.” The committee refused to read 
the statement into the record. Lawson only 
answered questions about his name and his 
membership in the Screen Actors Guild, 
mixing in remarks about how the commit- 
tee was using “Hitler techniques.” 

The next witness was Trumbo. He also 
refused to answer questions, and as he was 
being hustled out of the hearing, he yelled 
to the media, “This is the beginning of an 
American concentration camp.” The other 
witnesses behaved similarly. One witness, 
Bertolt Brecht, left the country the next 
day to live out the rest of his life in Com- 
munist East Germany. 

When it was all over, the committee 
gave a formal report to Congress, which 
voted to cite the unresponsive witnesses 
for contempt of Congress, a crime for 
which they were sent to prison. Then, at 
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a meeting at the Waldorf-Astoria in New 
York City, Hollywood producers took the 
advice of their chief counsel, former Sec- 
retary of State James F. Byrnes, and fired 
those members of the Hollywood Ten 
presently under contract. This was fol- 
lowed by the “Blacklist,” an agreement 
among studio management not to use 
writers, actors, and directors who were 
members of the Communist Party. 

In the years since, a certain mythology 
has developed about the Hollywood Ten 
and the Blacklist. As the history text The 
Americans saw it, the Ten refused to coop- 
erate because they considered the hearings 
“unconstitutional,” and they were being 
targeted for being “suspected” communists. 

But there is no doubt that Hollywood 
was riddled with communists — commu- 
nists who were loyal to a hostile, foreign 
power. Despite this, membership in the 
Communist Party was not illegal. 

And despite all of the supposed concern 
about the Constitution and free speech, 
and the “free exchange of ideas,” it is quite 
clear that the communists were opposed to 
the Constitution and to free speech — un- 
less they were the ones doing the talking. 

In strategy sessions before the hearings, 
those under subpoena by Congress were 
asked by their lawyer if they believed in free 
speech for fascists. Lawson was adamant: 
“The answer is that you [communists] do 
not believe in freedom of speech for fas- 
cists,” adding that what communists have 
to say is true, “whereas what fascists say is 
a lie.” When one considers that the commu- 
nists define “fascist” very broadly, basically 
as anyone who opposes communism, this 
exposes the hypocrisy of the Hollywood 
communists who claimed to believe in 
“free speech.” After all, to the communists 
not only were Hitler and Benito Mussolini 
examples of fascists, but so were many 
prominent Democrats. They even charged 
that President Harry Truman was leading a 
fascist takeover of the United States. 

Their disregard for a “free exchange 
of ideas” was demonstrated in how they 
treated some of their own members who 
dared to question any of the party line. Al- 
bert Maltz, later one of the “unfriendly” 
witnesses called by HCUA, was a writer 
who mixed left-wing ideas in his nov- 
els, plays, and short stories. But when 
he wrote in February 1946 that “writers 
must be judged by their work and not by 
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John Howard Lawson was considered the top “Red” or communist in Hollywood. A prominent 
screenwriter, he refused to answer the questions of the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, “taking the Fifth” when asked if he was a member of the Communist Party. 


the committees they join,” in response to 
being told that membership in communist 
or allied groups was more important than 
talent, he was forced to publicly recant. 

The communists insisted on changes 
in scripts if a businessman was shown in 
a positive light. When they did not like a 
writer, they would spread rumors that he 
was sympathetic to Hitler, a virtual Black- 
list in an industry dominated by Jews. As 
Billingsley said in Hollywood Party, “In 
Hollywood proper, the Party’s machinery 
also proved valuable in blacklisting non- 
Communists.... Party writers would cir- 
culate rumors that certain actors, such as 
Adolphe Menjou, were sympathetic to Hit- 
ler, an effective smear with Jewish produc- 
ers, who would quickly put out the word to 
other producers. Such actors found them- 
selves out of favor but never knew what 
hit them.” The Goldstone Agency (run by 
communists) regularly passed over non- 
communist writers in favor of communist 
ones. Writers were expelled from the Com- 
munist Party if they failed to promote com- 
munism in their scripts. The party even told 
members not to read certain books. 

And the communist union the Confer- 
ence of Studio Unions (CSU) had its own 
Blacklist of sorts, telling members to boy- 
cott films of certain actors, including Robert 
Montgomery, John Wayne, Lucille Ball, Van 
Johnson, Clark Gable, Maureen O’ Hara, 
Bette Davis, and Barbara Stanwyck. 

Despite this blatant hypocrisy, it is typi- 
cal today for academia, the media, and the 


movie industry to express outrage at the 
Blacklist in Hollywood, while simulta- 
neously praising the Hollywood Ten and 
such actions as the decision of Mozilla 
Firefox to fire CEO Brendan Eich, just 
because he had contributed money to the 
Proposition Eight campaign in California, 
an effort to define marriage as between 
one man and one woman. 

Of course, today the U.S. Communist 
Party is a shell of its former self, so there 
are probably few in the motion-picture in- 
dustry who actually carry party cards. But 
leftist causes are certainly favored in the 
pictures. For example, George Clooney’s 
Good Night and Good Luck, a 2005 movie, 
glamorized a communist, Annie Lee Moss. 
While Clooney has actually admitted that 
he knew Moss was a communist, those who 
saw the movie were not told that. And what 
about movies that are not made? While 
multitudes of movies have rightly chroni- 
cled the horrors of the Hitler era in Nazi 
Germany, no pictures have been produced 
documenting the crimes of Soviet dictator 
Joseph Stalin. On the contrary, Warren Be- 
atty even won an Oscar for his 1981 movie 
Reds, which heaped praise on a Lenin apol- 
ogist, John Reed. 

It has been said that Hollywood created 
an image of the American Old West that 
never was, but always will be. Perception 
is reality, and the silver screen is a power- 
ful tool in shaping that perception. Unfor- 
tunately, the silver screen is still dotted by 
lots of red and pink. 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Repeat Offender 


MLive.com reported on September 21 
about two men who broke in to a Jackson, 
Michigan, home but were stopped by an 
armed homeowner. Richard Snyder, the 
homeowner, was home alone when two 
men broke down his front door. One of 
the intruders was a 27-year-old who had 
previously been convicted of home in- 
vasion and was actually on parole at the 
time of the incident. Snyder retrieved a 
firearm and prepared to defend himself. 
Court records show that one of the men 
charged into the house and ran at Sny- 
der, who shot the burglar in the abdomen. 
At the sound of the shot being fired, the 
other accomplice ran from the house. The 
homeowner called 911, and police ar- 
rived to discover that the front door was 
knocked off its hinges. The injured sus- 
pect was still at the scene and was taken 
for medical treatment. He is expected 
to survive. The other suspect fled but 
was apprehended near the home by au- 
thorities. The investigation revealed that 
Snyder had been the victim of an earlier 
break-in, which prompted him to prepare 
himself with a rifle, but police do not 
believe the suspects in the current case 
had anything to do with the prior crime. 
Michigan state law allows for the use of 
deadly force to prevent “imminent death 
or great bodily harm” to oneself or others 
and there is “no duty to retreat.” 


Chill Out 


The Augusta Chronicle reported out 
of Augusta, Georgia, on September 12 
about an intruder who was fatally shot 
while trying to enter a house after push- 
ing out an air conditioner that was placed 
in a window. The resident of the house, 
69-year-old Joseph Patterson, told in- 
vestigators that the suspect tried kicking 
open the front door before setting his 
sights on the air conditioning unit. The 
intruder apparently deduced that it would 
be easier to enter the house by knock- 
ing the air conditioner out of place and 
climbing through the opening instead of 
kicking the front door down. As the in- 
truder pushed the air conditioning unit in 
through the window, Patterson grabbed 
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his handgun and aimed it at the window. 
When the suspect crawled into the house, 
Patterson shot him. He died at the scene. 


The American 


Female Gun Owner 


The Guardian reported out of Maryland 
on September 21 about the type of women 
who might own guns, and featured profiles 
of various female gun owners. The article 
reported on a recent survey that found 
that gun ownership among women is on 
the rise. The research from a soon-to-be- 
released landmark study by Northeastern 
University and the Harvard School of Pub- 
lic Health revealed that of gun owners who 
only own handguns, “43% are women and 
nearly a quarter of those women live in 
urban areas.” 

The article featured the women-only 
gun club “Well Armed Woman,” which 
has a chapter in central Maryland. Carrie 
Lightfoot, the founder of the Well Armed 
Woman franchise, explained to The 
Guardian that “women are the prey and 
women are generally weaker and there 
has to be a way to equalize the battle- 
field.... I really think women are driving 
the growth [in gun ownership] because 
it’s now accessible to them in ways it has 
never been before.” 

The Guardian also featured an interview 
with Jenny Hildebrand, who talked about 
how she overcame her anxiety about guns 
and learned to really enjoy shooting. “I felt 
so good I just wanted to come back,” Hil- 
debrand explained to The Guardian, ad- 
mitting she grew up in a household where 
guns were considered “evil.” Hildebrand 
eventually bought a shotgun after Balti- 
more erupted in riots last year. After get- 
ting her handgun license, she bought two 
more firearms and also carries a knife. 
“Women need to be able to protect them- 
selves no matter what, whether it’s with 
a gun, with a knife, or their own body,” 
Hildebrand told The Guardian. “1 think 
everybody needs to be able to do that.” 

Other female shooters profiled by The 
Guardian were very passionate about the 
Second Amendment. Andrea Hunt only 
began shooting a few years ago, but be- 


came so engrossed with it that it threat- 
ened her marriage to a liberal English- 
man. “He’s totally against it. We almost 
divorced because of that,” Hunt told The 
Guardian. Hunt also explained that gun- 
grabbing actions from politicians actu- 
ally motivated her to procure her firearm. 
“When Governor Martin O’Malley, in 
conjunction with the Democratic party in 
Annapolis, decided to ban certain weap- 
ons and to make it more difficult for law- 
abiding citizens to exercise their second 
amendment right, then I decided to pur- 
chase a gun.” 

The Guardian also interviewed the 
leader of Well Armed Woman’s Central 
Maryland chapter, Stephanie Stockman. 
“It’s incredibly empowering when you 
know that when you go out there that 
you don’t have to worry, you don’t have 
to be afraid,” Stockman told The Guard- 
ian. Stockman explained the need for the 
organization: “I wanted a place where if 
I didn’t know exactly what I was doing, 
I could go there and not feel judged — 
like you do with guys, unfortunately.” 
She said that the Well Armed Woman 
club helps women overcome their initial 
uneasiness, which could be amplified in 
an all-male setting. “When I first started, 
I was terrified: they’re going to think I 
don’t belong,” she said. Stockman is now 
leading the chapter and owns her own 
9mm handgun. Stockman explained that 
there has been a considerable rise in inter- 
est in the club: “No matter where people 
are living now, they are just deciding that 
protection is more important altogether.” 

The article concluded with an interview 
of a woman who would only be identi- 
fied as “Tish.” Tish recently had attended 
her first meeting with the Well Armed 
Woman group, where she got advice on 
numerous topics including concealed- 
carry holsters. The Guardian explained 
that the sort of camaraderie and female 
interaction is one of the biggest draws of 
the club for women. The paper concluded 
with Tish’s views on why women are in- 
creasingly becoming involved in being 
prepared with armed self-defense: “That 
tells me there is a perceived increase in 
vulnerability.” 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Regulatory Shackles 
vs. “Chains of the 
Constitution” 


Item: The White House website reas- 
sures Americans that “President Obama 
has put in place a 21st-century regulatory 
system — one that protects public health 
and welfare while promoting economic 
growth, innovation, competitiveness, and 
job creation.” 

The site quotes the president’ com- 

ments in 2011, when he said: “We should 
have no more regulation than the health, 
safety, and security of the American peo- 
ple require. Every rule should meet that 
commonsense test.” 
Item: A Capitol Hill publication noted 
this summer that “President Obama is 
putting the finishing touches on his regu- 
latory legacy.” 

The Obama administration, reported 
The Hill, recently “issued a flurry of new 
rules to expand overtime pay to millions 
of Americans, combat climate change with 
stronger standards for methane emissions 
and protect senior investors with new re- 
quirements for financial advisers.” 

The Hill continued: “Supporters of 
Obama have praised the ‘pen and phone’ 
approach, calling it a necessary response 
to obstruction in Congress. ‘Congress has 
in fact been hostile and uncooperative and 
focused on rolling back vital public pro- 
tections rather than taking on the nation’s 
urgent challenges, said Robert Weissman, 
president at Public Citizen.” 
CORRECTION: President Barack Obama 
and his ideological devotees, both within 
and without the government, are at heart 
zealous reformers — activists who insist 
that their consciences be our guides. 

They like to do their shepherding 
through the raw power of government, 
preferably the centralized federal govern- 
ment, often through unelected minions. 
We are, from their standpoint, the sheep. 

They are protecting us, or so they say. 
They see that as their duty. And they inevi- 
tably overdo it. 

While the Founders gave us three 
branches of government, the sad fact is 
that another branch has developed that is 
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CORRECTION 
Fux 


Doing his bidding: In the Barack Obama administration, U.S. bureaucracies, such as the Food 
and Drug Administration, are making rules (which are not voted on by Congress) at a record- 
breaking pace, though each rule is a burden on people or entities. 


in some ways more powerful and insidi- 
ous: the regulatory state. 

The red-tape state is massive. The sheer 
numbers alone are staggering. Here’s one 
summary, as cited by the Rare website, 
drawing from the extensive research found 
in the latest version of Ten Thousand Com- 
mandments published by the Competitive 
Enterprise Institute. 

As of mid-October, President Obama 
was on track 


to impose more regulations than 
any other American president. Yes- 
terday, the Federal Register, which 
publishes the official rules and 
regulations of the federal govern- 
ment, crossed the 70,000-page mark 
for 2016. According to the [CEI’s] 
Clyde Wayne Crews, it is the soon- 
est in the year the register has ever 
hit that page mark. 

Crews points out that the Obama 
administration has set numerous 
other rule-making records as well: 

The all-time record-high Federal 
Register was 81,405 pages in 2010. 
In fact, six of the seven all-time high 
Federal Register page counts have 
happened under the Barack Obama 
administration. 


Is there any American in his right mind 
who believes that all of these passed 
the commonsense test that the president 
promised? 

Some regulations have a broad impact, 
others are pointed. Both hurt. 

As we write, the financial press has 
been taking note of the decision by 
MetLife to drop the “Peanuts” cartoon 
character Snoopy from its advertising as 
part of its recent decision to spin off its 
life-insurance business. A smaller firm 
named Brighthouse Financial is one result. 

Why the change? Yes, rebranding in 
business is not unusual and part of the 
reason. But we talked with a person in 
the industry who deals with Brighthouse 
frequently. We were told, as has been re- 
ported elsewhere, that there is also a key 
regulatory basis. The move was deemed 
necessary so the new company could be 
small enough to avoid being considered 
“systemically important” to federal regu- 
lators, thus escaping certain stiff capital 
rules. In essence, as she said, “the feds 
killed Snoopy.” 

Decisions made by unelected paper- 
pushers in Washington, D.C., can even 
hit American troops on the other side of 
the world. How does this happen? Start 
with bureaucrats in the Food and Drug 
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Administration who burn to make deci- 
sions for others. 

The Wall Street Journal recently re- 
ported on an FDA move to forbid compa- 
nies from donating cigars to U.S. soldiers. 
Danger is apparently acceptable if soldiers 
are needed to pull a trigger. Indeed, they 
could get shot and killed in the line of 
duty. But there are jokers in the FDA who 
stay up late at night worrying that some- 
one might give a trooper a cigar. 

The solution: Fire up a new rule. The 
FDA confirmed to the Journal that the 
long-time practice is being banned. In 
short, as the editors put it, 


The Marine or soldier on the front 
lines who might otherwise enjoy the 
consolation of a free stogie has be- 
come a casualty in the FDA’s long 
war to gain control over tobacco. 

This is crazy, but it does have a 
perverse government logic. Since 
2000 when the Supreme Court ruled 
that Congress had not given the FDA 
the power to regulate tobacco, the 
agency has been itching to reassert 
its authority. 

In 2009 Congress provided it via 
the Family Smoking Prevention 
and Tobacco Control Act. President 
Obama hailed the law for protecting 
children from “the harmful effects of 
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tobacco,” but he added that the new 
law “will allow adults to make their 
own choices.” And in August the 
FDA imposed its new sweeping rule 
over all tobacco products. 

... Meanwhile, the ban on cigar 
donations takes away the ability of 
these adults to make their own choic- 
es, contrary to President Obama’s ex- 
plicit promise. 


Now imagine such regulations being mul- 
tiplied by the hundreds, thousands, and 
even tens of thousands. That may be the 
fervent dream of monomaniac “civil ser- 
vants,” but it is a nightmare for most co- 
herent Americans. 

Sure, many of the regulators and activ- 
ists and their advocates are well-inten- 
tioned. However, that is how “liberals” 
usually pave their roads — and we know 
where that leads. 

The bleeding hearts tell us they love 
Mother Gaia, but then come up with EPA 
regulations that kill the jobs of thousands 
of coal miners who live on and work in 
that Earth. Others profess to have the little 
guy in heart, but then impose regulations 
through the Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion Bureau that slam the door on about 
85 percent of legal small-dollar “payday” 
loans — often sending borrowers to much 
riskier, and perhaps illegal, loan sharks. 


Who is behind the overreaching? Fol- 
low the money and vested interests. So 
argues Peter Klein, Carl Menger research 
fellow of the Mises Institute and professor 
of entrepreneurship at Baylor University’s 
Hankamer School of Business. Klein made 
that point again not long ago on a blog for 
the Mises Institute. It is frequently, as he 
noted, the well-established firms that lobby 
for additional regulations, “give generously 
to politicians on all sides, and benefit from 
an environment in which government plays 
a large role in the economy.” 

The professor even quotes an interview 
given by the CEO of Goldman Sachs, 
Lloyd Blankfein, in which the chief 
granted that “it’s very hard for outside 
entrants to come in, disrupt our business, 
simply because we’re so regulated.” The 
well-connected Goldman chief conceded 
the “burdens of regulation” in his industry. 
Yet Blankfein also admitted that often “the 
burdensome regulation acts as a bit of a 
moat around our business.” 

There have been many studies made 
about the cost of this protection racket. 
Regardless of the methodology, the an- 
swer is: far too much. Sam Batkins, who 
is the director of regulatory policy at the 
American Action Forum, has estimated 
that the price tag for the regulations in just 
the final several months of the Obama ad- 
ministration would run to perhaps another 
$113 billion. 

A study by the Heritage Foundation 
released earlier this year covered major 
regulations, using the regulatory agen- 
cies’ own numbers (and pointing out that 
the real costs were undoubtedly higher). 
In 2015, noted the study, there were more 
than $22 billion per year in new major 
regulatory costs imposed on Americans. 

Some examples of the rulemaking, and 
their consequences, were cited by James 
Gattuso and Diane Katz in the Daily 
Signal. Among them: a) restricted ac- 
cess to credit under the hundreds of rules 
unleashed by the Dodd-Frank financial 
regulation statute; b) fewer healthcare 
choices and higher medical costs from the 
Affordable Care Act, aka ObamaCare; and 
c) reduced Internet investment and inno- 
vation under the network neutrality rules 
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dictated by the Federal Communications 
Commission. These are, as they wrote in 
May, “just a few of the 2,353 regulations 
of 2015 — and there have been 20,642 
since Obama took office in 2009.” 

The most costly last year was deemed to 
be the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
“Clean Power Plan.” This involves the di- 
rect regulation of greenhouse gas emis- 
sions from power plants, adding at least 
$7.2 billion a year (much more, accord- 
ing to others). “Despite the huge costs, 
the plan will do nothing to mitigate global 
warming,” declared Katz and Gattuso, 
who are regulatory experts at Heritage. 

Carbon dioxide emissions are rising 
exponentially faster elsewhere around the 
globe than in this country. As noted in a 
study by the Institute for Energy Research: 


As time goes on, the United States 
will emit a smaller and smaller share 
of the world’s total greenhouse gas 
emissions, which makes unilateral 
efforts — such as a domestic carbon 
tax — an ineffective way to influence 
climate. If the United States were to 
completely cease using fossil fuels, 
the increase from the rest of the 
world would replace U.S. emissions 
in less than eight years. 

If we reduced the carbon dioxide 
emissions from the transportation 
sector to zero, the rest of the world 
would replace those emissions in less 
than two years. Increases in world- 
wide carbon dioxide emissions are 
driven by developing economies, not 
the United States. 


A spokeswoman for the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce has recalled that, between 
2000 and 2015, there were 34 “major 
tules” issued by federal agencies (a defi- 
nition encompassing compliance rules 
costing more than $1 billion). The EPA is- 
sued 20 of them. Last year alone, the EPA 
finalized three — the Clean Power Plan, 
the Waters of the United States rule, and 
a Revised National Ambient Air Quality 
(Ozone) Standard. They are more than 
regulations; they are also economy killers. 

These rules have been summarized well 
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“Impossible” burdens: Gina McCarthy, the head of the EPA, implemented the so-called Clean 
Power Plan. That plan forces states to do something that is technologically impossible: maintain 
energy reliability while drastically reducing CO. emissions via large-scale solar and wind plants. 


by the Chamber’s Sarah Keller. The ozone 


tule, she notes, imposes 


billions in costs on state and local 
governments, hampering develop- 
ment in local economies across the 
nation. Under the rule, businesses 
could be denied federal air permits, 
putting construction — and construc- 
tion jobs — at risk. 

Meanwhile, the Clean Power Plan, 
or CPP, upends the entire U.S. energy 
sector by requiring states to drastically 
cut emissions from traditional power 
plants. CPP would increase average 
electricity prices in 40 states, costing 
households up to $79 billion.... Thank- 
fully, the Supreme Court stayed, or 
blocked, the rule from implementation 
until pending lawsuits play out in the 
judicial system. 

And then there’s the Waters of 
the United States rule, or WOTUS, 
which expands federal jurisdiction 
over land features. Under the rule, a 
simple roadside ditch could become 
a federally regulated waterway. The 
tule has left landowners and busi- 
nesses uncertain about what they 
can do with their own property, and 
it was finalized without the required 


regulatory impact analyses or con- 
sultations with states or affected 
stakeholders. 


These, as noted, are among the many 
major regulations. Small ones add up as 
well. Consider the regulatory costs across 
this country, as Clyde Wayne Crews has 
illustrated in his annual “snapshot” of 
the federal regulatory state for CEI: “In 
2015, the federal regulatory cost reached 
$1.885 trillion.” 

The “hidden tax” of federal regula- 
tion amounts to almost $15,000 per U.S. 
household each year, noted Crews. This 
is more than what is spent on healthcare, 
food, transportation, entertainment, ap- 
parel and services, and savings. 

There used to be a “rule” against such 
intrusive government. There still is, al- 
beit one that is regularly ignored: the U.S. 
Constitution. In questions of power, as 
Thomas Jefferson put it, “let no more be 
heard of confidence in man, but bind him 
down from mischief by the chains of the 
Constitution.” 

As a nation, we have come a long way 
— down — from the Jeffersonian maxim 
that the government is best which gov- 
erns least. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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BY STEVE BYAS 


The Meaning of Thanksgiving 


n the fourth Thursday 
of each November, 
millions of Ameri- 


cans gather around the dinner 
table to eat turkey and dress- 
ing, and stuff themselves with 
all kinds of foods, in the great 
American holiday known as 
Thanksgiving. The story of the 
holiday’s origins reveals much 
of what made this country at 
its founding. 

While the first shots of 
the American Revolution 
are said to have been fired in 
1775, John Adams remarked 
that the revolution was al- 
ready “complete” in the 
minds of the colonists. He 
meant that the embattled farmers stood on the village green at 
Lexington and at Concord’s Old North Bridge, not to change 
their way of life, but to preserve it. 

The Thanksgiving celebration is an important part of that 
revolution, in which a new way of life developed on the shores 
of English America. 

Canada also celebrates Thanksgiving, and it was Spanish 
Catholics who held the first Thanksgiving in the New World, 
in Florida at St. Augustine a generation earlier. But America’s 
holiday is deeply rooted in the fundamental concepts that cre- 
ated the American nation, and its way of life. 

England separated from the Roman Catholic Church in the 
early 1500s, largely because of King Henry VIII’s desire for a 
divorce the pope would not grant. After his death, the country re- 
mained Protestant (except for the five years his Catholic daugh- 
ter, Mary, held the throne). English monarchs tolerated different 
religious doctrines, but they insisted they all be observed within 
the Church of England, which they could control. 

After the defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588, the English 
took the opportunity to plant colonies on the eastern coast of 
North America, with the first permanent settlement at James- 
town in Virginia in 1607. These Virginia settlers held Thanks- 
giving feasts to thank God for the harvest, even making it an 
official celebration in 1619. But because the earliest American 
history books were written by New Englanders from places 
such as Harvard, it was the celebration in the Plymouth Colony 
(later absorbed by Massachusetts in 1691) that is cited as “the 
first Thanksgiving.” 

One group of English Christians, the Separatists, wanted to 
tule themselves in independent congregations. Queen Elizabeth 
and her successor, King James I, could not imagine the existence 
of any churches not under their control. This led some Separatists 
to move to the Netherlands, where their Calvinistic Reformed 
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theology was preached and 
practiced. The small group, 
under the leadership of Wil- 
liam Brewster and John Rob- 
inson, settled in Leyden. 

After a decade, they were 
ready to move again, no doubt 
contributing greatly to their 
name of Pilgrims. It distressed 
them that their children were 
growing up as Dutch kids, 
even speaking Dutch rather 
than English. They secured 
permission from King James 
to obtain a land patent from 
the London Virginia Compa- 
ny to settle at the mouth of the 
Hudson River. 

The Pilgrims were con- 
cerned about their journey, and what they might encounter in 
the New World. They had heard horror stories of the indigenous 
peoples — the Indians — whom they had heard were a “savage 
people,” who not only killed but tortured those they did not like, 
even “broiling” some on the coals. 

Despite their concerns, they decided they would put their faith 
in God, and 102 Pilgrims (plus crew) set off across the treach- 
erous Atlantic Ocean. They reached Cape Cod in November, 
but after attempting to sail south to the mouth of the Hudson, 
they ran into trouble in the shallow area of shoals around Nan- 
tucket Island. With winter coming on, and provisions low, they 
returned to Cape Cod. 

By December 6, William Bradford, who would soon become 
governor, recalled, “The weather was very cold and it froze so 
hard as the spray of the sea lighting on their coats, as if they had 
been glazed.” Then, on December 8, the rudder broke, followed 
by the mast breaking in three pieces, falling overboard into the sea. 

Many Pilgrims didn’t last the winter. Bradford’s own 23-year- 
old wife was among those who died. Eight died in January, 17 
in February. Thirteen more perished in March. By March fewer 
than 60 were still alive, nursed by six or seven healthy persons. 

A Native American named Squanto, who spoke fluent English 
(because he had spent five years in England as a slave, before 
returning to America), taught them to raise corn, by using fish 
for fertilizer. 

In 1621, a mere 51 Pilgrims had survived to celebrate the har- 
vest we now know as “The First Thanksgiving.” They invited a 
neighboring Indian chief, and 90 Indians as guests, who brought 
five deer to the feast, adding to the Pilgrims’ own bounty. 

They thanked God for their survival, and began building a 
new way of life, knowing that their liberties came from the same 
God who had brought them across the seas. 

Happy Thanksgiving. 
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